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   I. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

   THE DELTA QUARRIES AND DISPOSAL SITE STUDY AREA COMPRISES AN
   APPROXIMATELY 137 ACRE PARCEL OF PROPERTY LOCATED ABOUT 2 MILES NORTH OF
   THE CITY OF ALTOONA, LOGAN TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA AND 1 MILE SOUTH OF
   THE VILLAGE OF PINECROFT, ANTIS TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA (FIGURE 1).  A
   FORMER LANDFILL OCCUPIES APPROXIMATELY 57 ACRES OF THE PROPERTY.  THE
   LANDFILL IS BORDERED TO THE WEST BY SIXTH AVENUE AND TO THE EAST BY
   SANDY BANK ROAD (FIGURE 2).  THE AREA IS RURAL IN NATURE WITH SOME
   RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS WITHIN 35 FEET TO THE EAST OF THE LANDFILL
   BOUNDARY.  THESE RESIDENCES ARE TRAILER HOMES THAT ARE SPORADICALLY
   LOCATED IN THE STUDY AREA.  OTHER RESIDENCES ARE SCATTERED SEVERAL
   HUNDRED FEET OR FURTHER FROM THE SITE.  NO PARKS, RECREATION AREAS,
   WILDLIFE REFUGES, HISTORIC AND/OR ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES, OR WILD AND
   SCENIC RIVERS ARE LOCATED ON OR ADJACENT TO THE SITE.

   THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER, WHICH FLOWS NORTHEASTERLY, LIES APPROXIMATELY
   ONE-QUARTER MILE WEST OF THE SITE.  THE LITTLE JUNIATA WATERSHED EXTENDS
   OVER 343 SQUARE MILES.  THE CITY OF ALTOONA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT AND A
   PRIVATELY OWNED SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATION ARE LOCATED APPROXIMATELY
   750 FEET WEST OF THE SOUTHERN PORTION OF THE SITE.  THREE JUNKYARD
   OPERATIONS ARE ALSO LOCATED TO THE WEST OF THE SITE.

   SANDY RUN CREEK ORIGINATES IN THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE CITY OF
   ALTOONA.  SANDY RUN CREEK FLOWS PARALLEL TO THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER,
   CREATING A DRAINAGE DIVIDE OFF THE NORTHEAST EDGE OF THE LANDFILL, AND
   JOINS THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER APPROXIMATELY 1 MILE DOWNSTREAM OF THE
   LANDFILL.  APPROXIMATELY 50 PERCENT OF THE LANDFILL SURFACE AREA DRAINS
   TOWARD SANDY RUN.  THE SANDY RUN WATERSHED IS 8.64 SQUARE MILES.

   THE DELTA QUARRIES AND DISPOSAL LANDFILL IS SITUATED ON A HILLSIDE
   SURROUNDED BY AREAS OF RELATIVELY HIGH RELIEF.  PRIOR TO INITIATION OF
   LANDFILL ACTIVITIES, THE PROPERTY WAS CHARACTERIZED AS A NATURAL
   DEPRESSION.  THE LANDFILL ELEVATIONS PRESENTLY RANGE FROM A LOW OF 1,175
   FEET ABOVE SEA LEVEL IN THE NORTHEAST SECTION TO A HIGH OF 1,290 FEET
   ABOVE SEA LEVEL IN THE CENTER.  TO THE EAST, THE TOPOGRAPHY DROPS OFF TO
   THE SANDY RUN BEFORE RISING RAPIDLY TO THE BRUSH MOUNTAIN RANGE WITH
   ELEVATIONS OVER 2,000 FEET ABOVE SEA LEVEL.  THE TOPOGRAPHY UNDERGOES A
   STEEP TRANSITION AT THE WESTERN EDGE OF THE LANDFILL, DROPPING OFF TO
   SIXTH AVENUE BEFORE REACHING THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER FLOODPLAIN
   ELEVATION OF APPROXIMATELY 1,080 FEET.  WETLAND AREAS EXIST TO THE
   SOUTHWEST AND NORTHEAST OF THE LANDFILL.
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   II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

   A NATURAL DEPRESSION ORIGINALLY EXISTED ON-SITE PRIOR TO THE ONSET OF
   LANDFILLING OPERATIONS.  IN 1964, TWO ADJACENT MUNICIPAL WASTE
   LANDFILLING OPERATIONS, THE STOTLER AND THE PARSHALL/KRUISE LANDFILLS



   COMMENCED.  THE OWNER OF STOTLER LANDFILL LEASED THE PARSHALL/KRUISE
   LANDFILL PROPERTY IN 1976 AND MERGED THE OPERATIONS INTO STOTLER
   LANDFILL.  DELTA QUARRIES AND DISPOSAL INC. (DELTA QUARRIES) PURCHASED
   THE STOTLER LANDFILL (AND THE PARSHALL/KRUISE LANDFILL INCORPORATED
   THEREIN) IN 1978 AND OPERATED THE FACILITY UNTIL ITS CLOSURE IN 1985.

   REPORTS FROM PREVIOUS LANDFILL OPERATORS AND EPA AND PENNSYLVANIA
   DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES (PADER) FILE INFORMATION SUGGEST
   THAT THE MAJORITY OF WASTES (APPROXIMATELY 99.8 PERCENT) CONTAINED IN
   THE LANDFILL ARE MUNICIPAL WASTES.  BOTH THE EPA AND PADER FILES
   INDICATE THAT SOME INDUSTRIAL WASTES WERE ACCEPTED AT THE LANDFILL BY
   THE STOTLER LANDFILL AND BY DELTA QUARRIES.  THE INDUSTRIAL WASTES
   IDENTIFIED INCLUDED ORGANIC SOLVENTS, PROCESS SLUDGES WITH HEAVY METALS
   (INCLUDING WASTE WATER TREATMENT SLUDGES FROM ELECTROPLATING
   OPERATIONS), TRAMP OILS AND RESIDUE FROM SLUDGE SEDIMENTATION BASIN.
   THE SLUDGES FROM THE ELECTROPLATING OPERATIONS AND THE ORGANIC SOLVENTS
   INCLUDED SOME RCRA LISTED WASTES.

   IN 1984, PADER AND DELTA QUARRIES ENTERED INTO A CONSENT ORDER UNDER
   PENNSYLVANIA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT REQUIRING DELTA QUARRIES TO
   DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A CLOSURE PLAN FOR THE LANDFILL.  THE DELTA
   QUARRIES LANDFILL CEASED OPERATIONS ON FEBRUARY 28, 1985.  IN THE SUMMER
   OF 1987, A FOUR-FOOT CAP OF SOIL MATERIALS BORROWED FROM AN AREA
   SOUTHEAST OF THE SITE WAS PLACED OVER THE LANDFILL AS PART OF THE SITE
   CLOSURE ACTIVITIES.  THE CAP WAS VEGETATED TO PROVIDE EROSION CONTROL.
   SEDIMENTATION CONTROL WAS PROVIDED BY UTILIZING INTERCEPTOR BERMS,
   ROCK-LINED CHANNELS, AND SEDIMENTATION BASINS.  DELTA QUARRIES COMPLETED
   ALL ELEMENTS OF THE CLOSURE PLAN WITH EXCEPTION OF INSTALLATION OF GAS
   VENTING, AND ABATEMENT OF GROUND WATER POLLUTION.

   IN 1986, THE SITE WAS LISTED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF CERCLA.  ON SEPTEMBER 18, 1987, DELTA
   QUARRIES ENTERED INTO A CONSENT ORDER AND AGREEMENT WITH EPA TO CONDUCT
   THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) FOR THE SITE.
   THE REGULATIONS ENACTED PURSUANT TO CERCLA GENERALLY REQUIRE THAT A
   RI/FS BE CONDUCTED  AT EACH NPL SITE.  THE PURPOSE OF AN RI IS TO
   CHARACTERIZE CONDITIONS AT THE SITE.  THE SUBSEQUENT FS THEN DEVELOPS,
   SCREENS, AND ANALYZES REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES WHICH ARE APPLICABLE TO
   THOSE SITE CONDITIONS AND MIGHT BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE SITE.  THE STUDY
   AREA FOR THE RI FOR THE SITE INCLUDED THE LANDFILL AND GROUND WATER
   CONTAMINATION AREA, THE AREA IMMEDIATELY SURROUNDING THE LANDFILL, THE
   ADJACENT WETLANDS, SANDY RUN CREEK, THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER, THE
   DRAINAGE PATTERNS THAT MAKE UP THE SURFACE HYDROLOGY AND THE GROUND
   WATER SYSTEM BELOW THESE AREAS ("STUDY AREA").

   THE RI AND FS REPORTS WERE PREPARED BY DELTA QUARRIES IN NOVEMBER, 1990
   AND JANUARY 1991 RESPECTIVELY.  THESE REPORTS, AFTER BEING REVISED BASED
   ON EPA AND PADER COMMENTS, WERE PLACED IN THE INFORMATION REPOSITORIES
   DESCRIBED IN SECTION VI.

   RESIDENCES AND BUSINESSES IN THE SITE VICINITY, INCLUDING THOSE
   IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE LANDFILL, RELY ON GROUND WATER (PRIVATE
   WELLS) FOR THEIR DRINKING WATER SUPPLIES.  PAST AND ONGOING MONITORING
   OF PRIVATE WELL WATER SUPPLIES INDICATES THAT CONTAMINATION FROM THE
   SITE HAS NOT YET AFFECTED AREA WATER SUPPLIES.
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   III. SITE CHARACTERISTICS

   A. REGIONAL CLIMATE

   THE REGIONAL CLIMATE IN THE VICINITY OF THE DELTA QUARRIES SITE IS
   CHARACTERIZED BY MILD WINTERS, MODERATE TEMPERATURE RANGE, AND MODERATE
   PRECIPITATION.  THE AVERAGE ANNUAL PRECIPITATION, INCLUDING RAIN AND
   SNOW, IS APPROXIMATELY 36.2 INCHES, AS WATER.  THE AVERAGE ANNUAL
   EVAPORATION RATE IS APPROXIMATELY 16 INCHES, AS WATER.  THE AVERAGE
   ANNUAL SNOW FALL IN PITTSBURGH, LOCATED 70 MILES TO THE WEST, IS 43.8
   INCHES, AS SNOW.  PREVAILING WINDS ARE FROM THE WEST SOUTHWEST DURING
   THE SUMMER SHIFTING TO THE NORTHWEST DURING THE WINTER.

   B. SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY

   THE SITE LIES ENTIRELY IN THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER WATERSHED WHICH
   DRAINS ULTIMATELY INTO THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN.  THE LITTLE JUNIATA
   RIVER HEADWATERS BEGIN IN THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF ALTOONA AND FLOW IN A
   NORTHEASTERLY DIRECTION ALONG THE EASTERN EDGE OF CONRAIL RAILROAD
   TRACKS TO THE WEST OF THE SITE.  THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER BENDS TO THE
   SOUTHEAST ALONG THE BLAIR-HUNTINGDON COUNTY LINE AND EVENTUALLY JOINS
   WITH THE MAIN JUNIATA RIVER.  THE MEAN ANNUAL DISCHARGE OF THE LITTLE
   JUNIATA RIVER IS MEASURED AT 372 CUBIC FEET PER SECOND (CFS) AT THE
   NEAREST USGS GAUGING STATION IN SPRUCE CREEK, PENNSYLVANIA.  THE LITTLE
   JUNIATA WATERSHED IS APPROXIMATELY 343 SQUARE MILES.

   ALL SITE RUNOFF EXCEPT THAT IN THE NORTHEAST SECTION OF THE SITE FLOWS
   DIRECTLY TOWARD THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER.  RUNOFF FROM THE NORTHEAST
   QUADRANT OF THE SITE FLOWS NORTHEASTERLY TO GILBERT POND, WHICH FEEDS AN
   INTERMITTENT UNNAMED TRIBUTARY AND ULTIMATELY TO SANDY RUN.  SANDY RUN
   ORIGINATES IN THE NORTHEAST AREA OF ALTOONA AND FLOWS NORTHEASTERLY FOR
   4.6 MILES BEFORE JOINING THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER AT THE BOROUGH OF
   PINECROFT.  SANDY RUN HAS AN ESTIMATED MEAN ANNUAL FLOW OF 15 CFS, AND A
   WATERSHED OF 8.64 SQUARE MILES.

   THERE ARE THREE SURFACE DISCHARGES FROM GROUND WATER IN THE IMMEDIATE
   SITE VICINITY: FAM SPRING, WEST FLOW, AND EAST FLOW.  FAM SPRING IS A
   LIMESTONE SPRING WHICH EMERGES TO THE SOUTHWEST OF THE LANDFILL NEAR 6TH
   AVENUE.  FAM SPRING FLOWS NORTHWEST TOWARD A WETLAND AREA ADJACENT TO
   THE ALTOONA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT.  FLOWS RANGING BETWEEN 0.4 TO 70 GPM
   HAVE BEEN MEASURED WITH THE MAJORITY OF FLOWS BETWEEN 10 TO 45 GPM.

   THE WEST FLOW EMERGES AT THE TOE OF THE LANDFILL AND FLOWS THROUGH A
   CULVERT UNDER 6TH AVENUE.  THE WEST FLOW CONTINUES IN A WESTERLY
   DIRECTION UNTIL IT REACHES THE WETLAND AREA ADJACENT TO THE ALTOONA
   SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT.  FLOWS RANGING FROM 0.8 TO 24 GPM HAVE BEEN
   MEASURED WITH MOST FLOWS IN THE RANGE OF 1 TO 13 GPM.

   THE EAST FLOW ORIGINATES IN A SEDIMENTATION BASIN AT THE NORTHEAST
   CORNER OF THE LANDFILL, AND FLOWS EASTWARD TO THE WETLAND AREA CULVERT
   UNDER SANDY BANK ROAD, FEEDING A SMALL, UNNAMED TRIBUTARY.  THIS
   TRIBUTARY DRAINS INTO GILBERT POND AND EVENTUALLY FLOWS INTO SANDY RUN.
   FLOWS RANGING FROM 0 TO 63 GPM HAVE BEEN RECORDED.  FLOWS ARE HIGHLY
   DEPENDENT ON SURFACE WATER RUNOFF FROM HEAVY RAINS AND SNOW MELT.  THE
   LANDFILL UNDERWENT SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN THE FALL OF 1987 WHEN THE
   PADER-APPROVED SITE CLOSURE PLAN WAS IMPLEMENTED.  THE PLAN INCORPORATED



   THE REGRADING AND CAPPING OF THE LANDFILL AREA WITH BORROW MATERIAL, AS
   WELL AS A SERIES OF DIVERSION DITCHES, DRAINAGE CHANNELS, AND
   SEDIMENTATION BASINS.  THIS PLAN APPARENTLY HAD THE MOST IMPACT ON THE
   EAST FLOW, ESSENTIALLY LIMITING IT TO HIGH PRECIPITATION EVENTS ONLY.

   C. GEOLOGY

   THE DELTA QUARRIES LANDFILL IS SITUATED ON THE WESTERN EDGE OF THE
   APPALACHIAN MOUNTAIN PROVINCE.  FIGURE 3 SHOWS THE RELEVANT GEOLOGICAL
   FORMATIONS FOR THE AREA.  THE APPALACHIANS ARE A SERIES OF
   THRUST-FAULTED SEDIMENTARY WEDGES ORIGINATING IN THE CARBONIFEROUS AGE.

   THE LANDFILL IS SITUATED ALONG A CENTRAL ANTICLINE RUNNING NORTH AND
   SOUTH.  THE CORE OF THIS ANTICLINE IS COMPRISED OF THE TONOLOWAY
   FORMATION, A SILURIAN AGE FORMATION COMPOSED OF MEDIUM GRAY, THINLY
   BEDDED TO MASSIVE LIMESTONE.  IT IS BELIEVED THAT THE TONOLOWAY
   LIMESTONE UNDERLIES THE ENTIRE SITE TO GREAT DEPTHS.

   THE TONOLOWAY IS BOUNDED ON EITHER SIDE BY SYNCLINAL STRUCTURES COMPOSED
   OF LIMESTONE.  THE UPPER SECTION IS INTERBEDDED WITH SHALE, AND THE
   BASAL SECTION CONTAINS NODULAR AND CHERTY LIMESTONE.  THE OLD PORT
   FORMATION IS COMPOSED OF AN UPPER MEMBER, RIDGELY SANDSTONE, AND A LOWER
   MEMBER, SHRIVER SHALE.  THE RIDGELEY SANDSTONE IS A FINE-GRAINED
   SANDSTONE WITH SILTY SILTSTONE.  THE SHRIVER SHALE IS A MASSIVE
   CALCAREOUS DARK GRAY SHALE.

   D. HYDROGEOLOGY

   THE SITE IS LOCATED IN AN AREA OF SIGNIFICANT TOPOGRAPHICAL RELIEF, WITH
   SMALL ISOLATED PONDS AND WETLAND AREAS.  PRECIPITATION IS THE PRIMARY
   SOURCE OF GROUND WATER RECHARGE IN THE REGION AND THE TOPOGRAPHY
   INDICATES THAT THE LANDFILL COULD BE A MAJOR POTENTIAL GROUND WATER
   RECHARGE AREA, HOWEVER THE SOIL CAP INSTALLED IN 1987 LIMITS THIS
   RECHARGE.  THE PRESENCE OF THE WETLAND AREA WEST OF THE SITE IS A
   POTENTIAL GROUND WATER DISCHARGE, AS IS THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER.

   THE SITE SUBSURFACE IS GENERALLY COMPOSED OF A MINIMUM FOUR-FOOT-THICK
   CLAY LOAM OVER A NATURAL SANDY LOAM TO LOAM MATERIAL RANGING FROM
   SEVERAL FEET TO 20 FEET THICK.  BENEATH THE LOAM LIES FRACTURED BED ROCK
   INCLUDING LIMESTONE, SHALE, SANDSTONE, AND SILTSTONE.  WHILE THE BED
   ROCK TYPES GENERALLY HAVE LOW POROSITY, THE EXTENSIVE JOINTS AND BEDDING
   PLANES CAN INCREASE SECONDARY POROSITIES TO GREATER THAN 20 PERCENT.

   THE DEPTH TO STATIC WATER LEVEL RANGES FROM SEVERAL FEET IN THE
   NORTHEAST TO OVER 100 FEET IN THE MAJORITY OF THE LANDFILL AREA.  THUS,
   THE GROUND WATER FLOW IS PREDOMINANTLY IN THE BEDROCK.  PIEZOMETRIC AND
   PUMP TEST DATA INDICATE THAT THE AQUIFER BEHAVES AS A SINGLE UNCONFINED
   UNIT.

   HISTORICAL WATER LEVEL DATA FROM 1980 IS PROVIDED IN TABLE  1.   WELLS
   LOCATED IN TOPOGRAPHIC HIGHS INDICATE WATER LEVEL FLUCTUATION ON THE
   ORDER OF 10 TO 20 FEET, WHILE THOSE WELLS IN THE LOW-LYING WESTERN
   SYNCLINE SHOW FLUCTUATIONS OF ONLY A FEW FEET.  THE LARGER FLUCTUATIONS
   ARE IN AREAS WHERE THE GROUND WATER TABLE IS APPROXIMATELY 100 FEET
   BELOW THE SURFACE.  THE PIEZOMETRIC SURFACE GENERALLY FOLLOWS THE
   TOPOGRAPHY SLOPING NORTHWESTERLY TOWARD THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER.  THERE
   IS A SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE IN THE GROUND WATER GRADIENT CORRESPONDING TO



   THE ABRUPT TOPOGRAPHIC TRANSITION FROM STEEP HILLSIDES TO A FLOODPLAIN
   JUST WEST OF THE SITE.  USING AUGUST 26, 1989 DATA, THE GRADIENT CHANGES
   FROM AN AVERAGE OF 0.057 UNDER THE LANDFILL TO 0.020 WEST OF THE SITE.
   THIS IS DUE TO DIFFERING GEOLOGIC MATERIALS IN THESE AREAS.

   THERE IS A SLIGHT GROUND WATER DIVIDE LOCATED OFF THE NORTHEAST SECTION
   OF THE LANDFILL, CORRESPONDING TO A SLOPING TOPOGRAPHICAL TRANSITION TO
   THE EAST.  BOTH SURFACE AND SHALLOW GROUND WATER FLOW IN THIS AREA DRAIN
   NORTHEAST TO SANDY RUN.  WHILE THE LOCATION OF THIS DIVIDE CHANGES WITH
   GROUND WATER FLUCTUATIONS, IT DOES NOT APPEAR THAT ANY INFILTRATIONS
   FROM THE LANDFILL WOULD FLOW EASTWARD.  GIVEN THAT THE GROUND WATER
   ELEVATIONS IN THIS AREA ARE NEAR THE SURFACE, THIS GROUND WATER MOVEMENT
   IS CONSIDERED A LOCAL FLOW PHENOMENA.

   E. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

   SITE CHARACTERIZATION

   THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF CHEMICAL CONTAMINATION WITHIN THE DELTA
   QUARRIES STUDY AREA WAS CHARACTERIZED THROUGH EXTENSIVE SAMPLING OF
   SURFACE SOILS, GROUND WATER MONITORING WELLS, RESIDENTIAL DRINKING WATER
   WELLS, SURFACE WATER, AND SEDIMENTS.  SAMPLES WERE ANALYZED FOR US EPA'S
   TARGET COMPOUND LIST (TCL) AND TARGET ANALYTE LIST (TAL) CONSTITUENTS.
   FOR THE ORGANIC ANALYSES THIS ALSO INCLUDED SEARCHES FOR NON-TARGET
   COMPOUNDS.  THE DATA WITH REQUIRED SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PROCEDURES
   UNDERWENT A RIGOROUS QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE,
   VALIDITY, AND USABILITY OF THE RESULTS.

   ALL ANALYTICAL DATA OBTAINED IN THE COURSE OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
   WERE COMPILED, SORTED BY ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIUM, EVALUATED WITH RESPECT TO
   ANALYTICAL QUALIFIERS (INCLUDING SAMPLE-SPECIFIC MINIMUM QUANTITATION
   LIMITS), ANALYZED STATISTICALLY TO GENERATE UPPER 95 PERCENT CONFIDENCE
   LIMITS OF THE AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS FOR EACH CHEMICAL IN EACH MEDIUM;
   AND EXAMINED IN COMPARISON TO NATURALLY OCCURRING BACKGROUND LEVELS IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH US EPA'S GUIDELINES.  ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA EVALUATED
   INDIVIDUALLY INCLUDE SURFACE WATER, SEDIMENTS, SURFACE SOILS, AND GROUND
   WATER.  GROUND WATER REPRESENTED BY DOWNGRADIENT MONITORING WELL SAMPLES
   WAS EVALUATED SEPARATELY FROM GROUND WATER AT DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENTIAL
   WELLS.  AIR SAMPLES WERE NOT EXTENSIVELY COLLECTED BECAUSE THIS MEDIUM
   WAS NOT REGARDED AS A SIGNIFICANT PATHWAY OF EXPOSURE AT THE SITE.  THIS
   CONCLUSION IS BASED ON THE ABSENCE OF SIGNIFICANT LEVEL OF VOLATILE
   ORGANICS OR OTHER CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN SURFACE SOILS, AND THE  LANDFILL
   COVER FOUR FEET IN DEPTH.  SOIL GAS MONITORING WAS DONE ON-SITE USING AN
   ORGANIC VAPOR ANALYZER.  THIS INVESTIGATION FOUND CONCENTRATIONS OF
   HYDROCARBONS, MOSTLY METHANE, TYPICAL FOR A LANDFILL.  THE LEVELS OF
   METHANE FOUND DID NOT POSE ANY EXPLOSIVE THREAT.

   GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION

   TABLES 2 THROUGH 5 PRESENT A SUMMARY OF THE SAMPLING AND ANALYSES FOR
   THE GROUNDWATER MEDIUM.  FIGURE 4 SHOWS THE APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS OF THE
   CONTAMINANT GROUND WATER AND RELEVANT CONCENTRATIONS BASED ON THE
   SAMPLING WORK.

   NO POINT SOURCES OR "HOT SPOTS" OF CONTAMINATION WERE IDENTIFIED AS A
   RESULT OF THE RI AND PREVIOUS SAMPLING SURVEYS.  CONTAMINATION AT LEVELS
   OF POTENTIAL HUMAN HEALTH CONCERN APPEARS TO BE LIMITED TO THE



   OCCURRENCE OF VOLATILE ORGANIC CHEMICALS IN GROUND WATER AS REFLECTED BY
   SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM MONITORING WELLS SITUATED AROUND THE BOUNDARY OF
   THE FORMER LANDFILL AREA.  THE RESULTS OF THE RI SURVEY OF ALL
   RESIDENTIAL WELLS IN PROXIMITY TO THE FORMER LANDFILL INDICATED THAT NO
   ORGANIC COMPOUNDS WERE RELIABLY DETECTED IN ANY RESIDENTIAL WELL SAMPLES.

   THE FOLLOWING COMPOUNDS WHICH INCLUDE ORGANIC AND INORGANIC COMPOUNDS
   WERE FOUND IN THE GROUND WATER SAMPLES AT DETECTABLE LEVELS: ACETONE,
   CHLOROBENZENE, CHLOROETHANE, CHLOROFORM, 1,1-DICHLOROETHANE,
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE, 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, TRICHLOROETHENE ("TCE"),
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE TETRACHLOROETHANE, TETRACHLORETHENE ("PCE"),
   TOLUENE, VINYL CHLORIDE, BARIUM, MANGANESE, NICKEL, AND ZINC.  OF THESE,
   THE CONTAMINANTS OF PRIMARY CONCERN (I.E., THOSE CONTAMINANTS THAT MAY
   POSE A CHRONIC HEALTH AFFECT, ARE VINYL CHLORIDE, 1,1-DICHLOROETHANE,
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE, CHLOROFORM) 1,2-DICHLOROETHENE, CHLOROFORM,
   1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, TCE, PCE, AND MANGANESE.

   SURFICIAL SOILS CONTAMINATION

   SOIL SAMPLES WERE TAKEN AND ANALYZED WITHIN THE VICINITY OF AND ON THE
   SITE.  THE FOLLOWING COMPOUNDS WERE FOUND AT DETECTABLE LEVELS AT THE
   SITE.  1,1-DICHLOROETHANE, 1,2-DICHLOROETHENE, 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, TCE,
   TOLUENE, BARIUM, CADMIUM, CHROMIUM, COPPER, LEAD, MANGENESE, NICKEL, AND
   ZINC.

   SOIL SAMPLING POINTS ARE SHOWN ON FIGURE 5.  SAMPLE RESULTS ARE SHOWN ON
   TABLE 6.  IN ADDITION TO SOIL SAMPLES A SOIL GAS SURVEY WAS UNDERTAKEN
   AT THE SITE.  HIGH LEVELS OF HYDROCARBONS WERE FOUND IN SPORADIC
   LOCATIONS UP TO 1000 PPM, HOWEVER, WHEN ANALYZED WITH A PORTABLE GAS
   CHROMATOGRAPH, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT THE MAJORITY OF THE GAS WAS
   METHANE WHICH IS A NATURAL BY-PRODUCT OF MUNICIPAL/AND FILL DEGRADATION
   AND IN THIS CASE WOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED TO BE A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE.
   IT WAS ALSO DETERMINED THAT AS ONE MOVES FURTHER AWAY FROM THE LANDFILL
   THE CONCENTRATIONS DROP OFF RAPIDLY.

   SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT CONTAMINATION

   SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES FROM THE ADJACENT WETLANDS, SANDY RUN
   CREEK AND THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER WERE TAKEN AND ANALYZED.

   SOME ORGANIC COMPOUNDS WERE DETECTED IN SURFACE WATER SAMPLES AND
   SEDIMENT SAMPLES FROM THE WESTERN WETLANDS AT LOW CONCENTRATIONS (6 PPB
   TO 190 PPB IN WATER, 12 PPB TO 48 PPB IN SEDIMENT).  ORGANIC COMPOUNDS
   WERE NOT DETECTED AT THE OUTLET OF THE WESTERN WETLANDS WHERE THE
   WESTERN WETLANDS FLOW INTO THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER IN EITHER WATER OR
   SEDIMENT SAMPLES.

   SIX ORGANIC COMPOUNDS WERE DETECTED IN SURFACE WATER SAMPLES FROM THE
   WESTERN WETLANDS (1,1-DICHLOROETHENE, 1,1-DICHLOROETHANE,
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE, 1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, TRICHLOROETHENE, AND

   TETRACHLOROETHENE).  ALL CONCENTRATIONS WERE MORE THAN 10 TIMES LOWER
   THAN THE FRESH WATER ACUTE WATER QUALITY CRITERIA FOR AQUATIC LIFE (25
   PA. CODE S 16.51. TABLE 1) OF THE SIX COMPOUNDS DETECTED, ONLY
   TETRACHLOROETHENE HAS A CHRONIC LIMIT ESTABLISHED (840 PPB).  THE
   CONCENTRATIONS OF TETRACHLOROETHENE MEASURED (RANGE 7 PPB TO 20 PPB) ARE
   WELL BELOW THE CHRONIC LIMIT FOR TETRACHLOROETHENE. SAMPLE RESULTS ARE



   SHOWN IN TABLE 7.
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   IV. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

   A.  HUMAN HEALTH EFFECTS OF SITE CONTAMINATION

   A BASELINE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION AND A RISK ASSESSMENT WERE CONDUCTED
   TO ESTIMATE THE HUMAN HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS THAT COULD
   RESULT IF NO FURTHER RESPONSE ACTION IS TAKEN AT THE SITE.  CONTAMINANTS
   OF CONCERN WERE SELECTED AND ASSOCIATED RISKS CALCULATED FOR THE
   DIFFERENT MEDIA AND POTENTIAL EXPOSURE ROUTES AT THE SITE.

   THE FOLLOWING COMPOUNDS WERE SELECTED AS CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN BECAUSE
   OF THEIR PRESENCE IN THE CONTAMINATED MEDIA AT THE SITE AND BECAUSE OF
   THEIR POTENTIAL CHRONIC HEALTH AFFECTS: VINYL CHLORIDE,
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE, 1,2-DICHLOROETHENE, CHLOROFORM, 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE,
   TCE, TETRACHLOROETHENE AND MANGANESE.

   ALTHOUGH NOT IDENTIFIED AS A CONTAMINANT OF CONCERN AS PART OF THE
   EVALUATION, NICKEL WAS FOUND IN THE GROUND WATER AT LEVELS ABOVE THE
   PROPOSED HEALTH-BASED MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION LEVEL (MCL) OF 100 PPB.

   EXPOSURE ANALYSIS

   EXPOSURE PATHWAYS CONSIDERED FOR THE PURPOSE OF EVALUATING SITE RISKS
   INCLUDE: (1) INCIDENTAL INGESTION AND DERMAL ABSORPTION FROM DIRECT
   CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOILS, SURFACE WATERS, AND SEDIMENTS;
   (2) FUTURE CONSUMPTION OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER WHICH MAY BE
   UTILIZED AS A POTABLE SUPPLY; AND (3)  FUTURE INHALATION OF VAPOR PHASE
   CHEMICALS FROM DAILY SHOWERING

   WITH POTENTIALLY CONTAMINATED HOUSEHOLD WATER.  OTHER POTENTIAL PATHWAYS
   OF EXPOSURE SUCH AS INHALATION OF DUSTS AND UPTAKE OF CONTAMINANTS INTO
   GARDEN VEGETABLES WERE JUDGED TO BE INSIGNIFICANT RELATIVE TO EXPOSURES
   RESULTING FROM DIRECT CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SOILS.

   THE NEXT STEP IN THE EXPOSURE ANALYSIS PROCESS INVOLVED QUANTIFICATION
   OF THE MAGNITUDE, FREQUENCY, AND DURATION FOR THE POPULATIONS AND
   EXPOSURE PATHWAYS SELECTED FOR EVALUATION.  GENERALLY, EXPOSURE POINT
   CONCENTRATIONS OF CHEMICALS WERE BASED NOT UPON THE ARITHMETIC AVERAGE
   CONCENTRATIONS OF CHEMICALS IN A PARTICULAR MEDIUM, BUT RATHER UPON THE
   95 PERCENT UPPER CONFIDENCE LIMIT OF THE AVERAGE, SO AS TO PRODUCE AN
   ESTIMATE OF THE REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE.  INTAKE FACTORS (E.G.,
   AMOUNT OF SOIL INGESTION, RATE OF DERMAL CONTACT, EXPOSURE FREQUENCY,
   AND DURATION)  WERE SELECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH EPA RISK ASSESSMENT
   GUIDANCE SO THAT THE COMBINATION OF ALL VARIABLES CONSERVATIVELY RESULTS
   IN THE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE THAT CAN REASONABLY BE EXPECTED TO OCCUR AT A
   SITE.  THE ASSUMPTIONS USED TO ESTIMATE THE PROJECTED HUMAN INTAKE
   FACTORS ARE SET FORTH IN TABLE 8.

   TOXICITY AND RISK CHARACTERIZATION

   PROJECTED INTAKES FOR EACH RISK SCENARIO AND EACH CHEMICAL WERE THEN
   COMPARED TO ACCEPTABLE INTAKE LEVELS FOR CARCINOGENIC AND
   NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS.  WITH RESPECT TO PROJECTED INTAKE LEVELS FOR



   NONCARCINOGENIC COMPOUNDS, A COMPARISON WAS MADE TO RISK REFERENCE DOSES
   (RFDS).  RFDS HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED BY EPA FOR CHRONIC (E.G. LIFETIME)
   AND/OR SUBCHRONIC (LESS THAN LIFETIME EXPOSURE) TO CHEMICALS BASED ON AN
   ESTIMATE THAT IS LIKELY TO BE WITHOUT AN APPRECIABLE RISK OF DELETERIOUS
   EFFECTS.  THE CHRONIC RFD FOR A CHEMICAL IS AN ESTIMATE OF A LIFETIME
   DAILY EXPOSURE LEVEL FOR THE HUMAN POPULATION, INCLUDING SENSITIVE
   SUBPOPULATIONS, THAT IS LIKELY TO BE WITHOUT AN APPRECIABLE RISK OF
   DELETERIOUS EFFECTS.  THE POTENTIAL FOR NON-CANCER HEALTH EFFECTS IS
   EVALUATED BY COMPARING AN EXPOSURE LEVEL OVER A SPECIFIED TIME PERIOD
   WITH THE RFD DERIVED BY THE EPA FOR A SIMILAR EXPOSURE PERIOD.  THIS
   RATIO OF EXPOSURE TO TOXICITY IS CALLED THE HAZARD QUOTIENT.

   THE NON-CANCER HAZARD QUOTIENT ASSUMES THAT THERE IS A THRESHOLD LEVEL
   OF EXPOSURE (I.E., RFD) BELOW WHICH IT IS UNLIKELY FOR EVEN THE MOST
   SENSITIVE POPULATIONS TO EXPERIENCE ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS.  IF THE
   EXPOSURE LEVEL EXCEEDS THE THRESHOLD (I.E., THE HAZARD QUOTIENT EXCEEDS
   A VALUE GREATER THAN 1.0) THERE MAY BE CONCERN FOR POTENTIAL NON-CANCER
   EFFECTS.  THE MORE THE VALUE OF THE HAZARD QUOTIENT OR HAZARD INDEX
   EXCEEDS ONE, THE GREATER THE LEVEL OF CONCERN FOR POTENTIAL HEALTH IMPACTS.

   TO ASSESS THE OVERALL POTENTIAL FOR NON-CANCER EFFECTS POSED BY MULTIPLE
   CHEMICALS, A HAZARD INDEX (HI) IS DERIVED BY SUMMING THE INDIVIDUAL
   HAZARD QUOTIENTS.  THIS APPROACH ASSUMES ADDITIVITY OF CRITICAL EFFECTS
   OF MULTIPLE CHEMICALS.  THIS IS APPROPRIATE ONLY FOR COMPOUNDS THAT
   INDUCE THE SAME EFFECT BY THE SAME MECHANISM OF ACTION.  EPA CONSIDERS
   ANY HAZARD INDEX EXCEEDING ONE TO BE AN UNACCEPTABLE RISK TO HUMAN
   HEALTH.

   FOR CARCINOGENS, RISKS ARE ESTIMATED AS THE INCREMENTAL PROBABILITY OF
   AN INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPING CANCER OVER A LIFETIME AS A RESULT OF EXPOSURE
   TO A POTENTIAL HUMAN CARCINOGEN.  THE  EPA'S CARCINOGEN ASSESSMENT GROUP
   HAS DEVELOPED CARCINOGEN POTENCY FACTORS (CPFS) FOR SUSPECTED AND KNOWN
   HUMAN CARCINOGENS WHICH ARE USED TO CONVERT DAILY INTAKES AVERAGED OVER
   A LIFETIME OF EXPOSURE DIRECTLY TO INCREMENTAL RISK.  THE CPF IS
   GENERALLY EXPRESSED IN UNITS OF RISK PER MILLIGRAM CHEMICAL PER KILOGRAM
   BODY WEIGHT PER DAY OF EXPOSURE (I.E., RISK UNITS PER MG/KG/DAY).  THE
   CPF OR SLOPE FACTOR IS THE UPPER 95TH PERCENTILE UPPER CONFIDENCE LIMIT
   OF THE EXTRAPOLATION (SLOPE) FROM HIGH-DOSED ANIMAL DATA TO VERY MUCH
   LOWER DOSES IN HUMANS.  THE USE OF THE UPPER LIMIT PRODUCES A RISK
   ESTIMATE THAT HAS A 95 PERCENT PROBABILITY OF EXCEEDING THE ACTUAL RISK,
   WHICH MAY ACTUALLY BE ZERO.  FOR EXPOSURES TO MULTIPLE CARCINOGENS THE
   UPPER LIMITS OF CANCER RISK ARE SUMMED TO DERIVE A TOTAL CANCER RISK.
   CANCER RISKS BEYOND THE GENERALLY ACCEPTABLE RISK RANGE OF 1 X (10-4) TO
   1 X (10-6) ARE CONSIDERED AN UNACCEPTABLE RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH.

   GROUND WATER RISKS

   TABLES 9 AND 10 PRESENT A SUMMARY OF THE HAZARD INDICES AND UPPER-BOUND
   LIFETIME CANCER RISKS RESULTING FROM EXPOSURE TO THE CHEMICALS OF
   POTENTIAL CONCERN IN GROUND WATER VIA INGESTION AND INHALATION,
   RESPECTIVELY.  AS THESE TABLES INDICATE, THE POTENTIAL RISK ASSOCIATED
   WITH EXPOSURE TO GROUND WATER (THROUGH INGESTION AND INHALATION OF VAPOR
   PHASE CHEMICALS DURING SHOWERING) IS 0.8 BASED ON THE HAZARD INDEX AND
   THEREFORE IS ACCEPTABLE.  AS DESCRIBED BELOW, THE CARCINOGENIC RISK
   WHICH IS DRIVEN BY THE POTENTIAL FUTURE USE OF GROUND WATER DRAWN FROM
   THE AQUIFER IS BEYOND  1.0 X (10-4) AND THEREFORE UNACCEPTABLE.



   THE CANCER RISK TO PERSONS CURRENTLY LIVING IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE
   IS WITHIN THE ACCEPTABLE RISK RANGE.  AS NOTED EARLIER, NO EXISTING
   RESIDENTIAL WELLS HAVE EVIDENCED ANY INDICATION OF SITE-RELATED
   CONTAMINATION.  INDEED, ALL BUT A FEW OF THE HOME WELLS SITUATED AROUND
   THE SITE ARE UPGRADIENT OF THE ENTIRE FORMER FILL AREA.  ESTIMATES OF
   THE CURRENT RISK TO NEARBY RESIDENTS BASED UPON ANALYSIS OF HOME WELL
   SAMPLES ARE LESS THAN 1 X (10-6).

   ALTERNATELY, TRANSPORT MODELING WAS USED TO PREDICT CONTAMINANT
   CONCENTRATIONS DOWNGRADIENT OF SPECIFIC MONITORING WELLS WITHIN THE
   STUDY AREA WHICH REVEALED THE GREATEST CONTAMINATION.  THIS ANALYSIS
   PREDICTS THE EXPOSURE THAT EXISTING RESIDENTS MAY FACE AS THE
   CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER MIGRATES TO THEIR WELLS.

   BASED ON THE GROUND WATER GRADIENT AND TRANSPORT MODEL, THE ONLY WELLS
   THAT COULD POTENTIALLY EXHIBIT ELEVATED CONCENTRATIONS OF VOCS IN GROUND
   WATER ARE THE EXISTING ONES DOWNGRADIENT OF MONITORING WELL 6-85, WHICH
   REVEALED 1,1-DICHLOROETHENE AT 15 MICROGRAMS PER LITER (PPB) AND
   CHLOROFORM AT 39 PPB.  THE TOTAL UPPER-BOUND CANCER RISK FOR HOUSEHOLD
   USE OF THIS WATER IS ESTIMATED TO BE ABOUT 1 X (10-5), ASSUMING
   CONCENTRATIONS OF THESE SUSPECTED HUMAN CARCINOGENS REMAIN CONSTANT IN
   WATER USED AS A HOUSEHOLD SUPPLY OVER SEVERAL DECADES.  HOWEVER,
   ACCORDING TO THE EPA GUIDELINES, EVEN THOUGH NO VINYL CHLORIDE WAS
   DETECTED IN THIS MONITORING WELL SAMPLE, AT LEAST ONE-HALF THE SAMPLE
   METHOD DETECTION LIMIT OF 1.3 PPB MUST BE ASSUMED AS PRESENT.  UNDER AN
   ASSUMPTION OF STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS (I.E., THE CONCENTRATION REMAINS
   CONSTANT OVER TIME AND THE CENTER PLUME EVENTUALLY MIGRATES TO THE
   RECEPTOR POINT), AND FURTHER ASSUMING A CONCENTRATION OF 10.4 PPB OF
   VINYL CHLORIDE WAS PRESENT IN HOUSEHOLD WATER, THE THEORETICAL UPPER
   LIMIT OF RISK WOULD CORRESPOND TO AN UPPER LIMIT OF ABOUT 2.0 X (10-5)
   RISK OF CANCER.

   THE ESTIMATES OF POTENTIAL FUTURE RISK ARE BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT
   FUTURE RESIDENTS MAY SOMEDAY BE LOCATED DIRECTLY DOWNGRADIENT OF THE
   FILL AREA AT THE SITE BOUNDARY.  EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS WERE
   DETERMINED, IN ACCORDANCE WITH EPA'S RECENT HUMAN HEALTH EVALUATION
   GUIDELINE (EPA, 1989), BY CALCULATING THE 95TH PERCENTILE CONFIDENCE
   LIMIT ON THE CURRENT AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS IN MONITORING WELLS AND
   CONSERVATIVELY ASSUMING STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS.  THE 95 PERCENTILE
   UPPER CONFIDENCE LIMIT REPRESENTS A 95 PERCENT PROBABILITY THAT THE
   AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS ARE LESS THAN THE UPPER LIMIT CALCULATED.  WHERE
   CHEMICALS DETECTED AT LEAST ONCE IN GROUND WATER WERE NOT DETECTED IN
   OTHER SAMPLES, A CONCENTRATION EQUIVALENT TO ONE-HALF THE METHOD
   DETECTION LIMIT WAS ASSUMED FOR THE CHEMICAL IN THAT SAMPLE, IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH THE EPA HUMAN HEALTH EVALUATION GUIDELINES (EPA, 1989).
   CALCULATIONS OF THOSE EXPOSURE CONCENTRATIONS INCLUDE MONITORING WELL
   10A-88 WHICH IS THE ONLY WELL SAMPLED DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
   WHICH REVEALED DETECTABLE LEVELS OF VINYL CHLORIDE.  THIS WELL WAS
   SUBSEQUENTLY RESAMPLED.  NO VINYL CHLORIDE WAS DETECTED DURING THE
   ADDITIONAL SAMPLING.  HOWEVER, CONCENTRATIONS OF TCE AND PCE WHICH ARE
   PRECURSORS TO VINYL CHLORIDE FORMATION WERE FOUND AT LEVELS EXEEDING
   THEIR RESPECTIVE MCLS.  IN ADDITION, VINYL CHLORIDE WAS FOUND PREVIOUSLY
   TWICE IN ANOTHER WELL PRIOR TO THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION.  THEREFORE
   THE VINYL CHLORIDE WAS STILL CONSIDERED IN THE RISK ANALYSIS.

   FOR POTENTIAL FUTURE CONDITIONS, TABLE 11 PRESENTS A SUMMARY OF THE
   COMBINED UPPER BOUND CANCER RISKS AND HAZARD INDICES UTILIZING THE UPPER



   95 PERCENTILE CONFIDENCE LIMITS OF THE MEAN CONCENTRATIONS IN ALL
   DOWNGRADIENT WELLS OF THE COMPOUNDS OF CONCERN TO FUTURE RESIDENTS
   DOWNGRADIENT OF THE FORMER LANDFILL.  AS SHOWN IN THE TABLE, THE
   COMBINED CANCER RISK FOR FUTURE RESIDENTS AT THE SITE IS 3.0 X (10-4)
   WHICH EXCEEDS THE CERCLA ACCEPTABLE RANGE OF 1.0 X (10-6) TO 1.0 X
   (10-4).  (THIS RISK VALUE SHOWN REPRESENTS A CHANGE FROM THE RISK VALUE
   PREVIOUSLY LISTED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN.  (THIS CHANGE OCCURRED AS THE
   RESULT OF RECALCULATION OF THE RISK BASED ON REVISED EPA RISK ASSESSMENT
   GUIDANCE.)  ALSO INCLUDED IN THIS TABLE ARE SOME OF THE PRELIMINARILY
   IDENTIFIED APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS),
   WHERE AVAILABLE, FOR THESE COMPOUNDS OF CONCERN IN GROUND WATER.  MCLS
   ARE ENFORCEABLE STANDARDS PROMULGATED UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
   AND ARE DESIGNED FOR THE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH.  MCLS REPRESENT
   CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS AND PROVIDE THE BASIS FOR DEFINING PRELIMINARY
   REMEDIATION GOALS.  THE 95TH PERCENTILE UPPER CONFIDENCE LIMITS OF SOME
   OF THE COMPOUNDS OF CONCERN EXCEED THE MCL.

   SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT RISKS

   BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS OF THE SURFACE WATER
   AND SEDIMENT, THERE IS NO APPARENT CURRENT RISK TO THE HUMAN HEALTH OR
   THE ENVIRONMENT, CAUSED BY ANY CONTAMINANT MIGRATING FROM THE SITE INTO
   THE ADJACENT WETLANDS, SANDY RUN CREEK OR THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER.

   SURFICIAL SOIL RISKS

   DUE TO THE EXISTING 4 FOOT SOIL CAP PLACED OVER THE LANDFILL, NO RISK TO
   HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT IS CURRENTLY PRESENT NOR SHOULD ANY
   FUTURE RISK OCCUR AS LONG AS THE CAP INTEGRITY IS MAINTAINED.

   ACCORDINGLY, THE POTENTIALLY CARCINOGENIC CHEMICALS FOUND IN GROUND
   WATER REPRESENT THE COMPOUNDS OF MAJOR POTENTIAL CONCERN, AND THE FUTURE
   USE OF THE AFFECTED GROUND WATER POSES THE ONLY UNACCEPTABLE RISK OF
   INTEREST AT THE SITE.

   B.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF SITE CONTAMINATION

   THE ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE SITE CONSISTED OF A WETLANDS
   DELINEATION AND AN AQUATIC AND TERRESTRIAL LIFE STUDY.  A SUMMARY OF THE
   INVESTIGATION RESULTS ARE PRESENTED BELOW.  THE COMPLETE INVESTIGATION
   REPORTS FOR BOTH THE WETLANDS DELINEATION AND THE AQUATIC AND
   TERRESTRIAL LIFE STUDY WERE SUBMITTED AS A SEPARATE REPORT IN MARCH 1990.

   WETLANDS INVESTIGATION

   TWO WETLAND AREAS ADJACENT TO THE SITE WERE DELINEATED AS SHOWN IN
   FIGURE 6.  THE WETLANDS SURVEYED ENCOMPASSED A TOTAL OF 8.7 ACRES OF
   WHICH 8 ACRES IS SITUATED ON THE SOUTHWESTERN EDGE OF THE LANDFILL AND
   .7 ACRE IS SITUATED ON THE NORTHEASTERN EDGE OF THE LANDFILL.  THE
   SURVEY INCLUDED A DETERMINATION OF THE TRANSITION LINES BETWEEN WETLAND
   AND UPLAND VEGETATION WITH EMPHASIS ON THAT PORTION OF THE WETLANDS
   VEGETATION DOMINATED BY EMERGENT AQUATIC VEGETATION.

   SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT IMPACTS

   THE SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT DATA REVIEW CONCLUDED THAT THERE WAS NO
   OBSERVABLE NEGATIVE IMPACT FROM THE WESTERN WETLAND OUTFLOW ON THE



   SURFACE WATER QUALITY OF THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER.  THERE WAS NO
   INDICATION THAT SANDY RUN HAS BEEN AFFECTED BY ANY CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS
   EMANATING FROM THE LANDFILL VIA THE EAST FLOW.

   THE FINDINGS OF THE ECOLOGICAL STUDY ALSO INDICATE THAT THERE MAY BE
   OTHER POTENTIAL SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION UPGRADIENT FROM THE CITY OF
   ALTOONA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT, AS SEVERAL VOCS WERE DETECTED IN AN
   UPSTREAM CONTROL POINT SAMPLE ABOVE THE INFLUENCE OF THE LANDFILL
   DRAINAGE AND THE TREATMENT PLANT.

   THERE ARE NO SPECIAL OR ENDANGERED SPECIES AT THE SITE OR IN THE AREA OF
   THE LITTLE JUNIATA OR SANDY RUN CREEK DRAINAGE BASIN.  THERE IS NO
   EVIDENCE OF IMPACTS TO BIOTA IN EITHER TRIBUTARY FROM ACTIVITIES AT THE
   LANDFILL.

   C. CONCLUSION

   ACTUAL OR THREATENED RELEASES OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM THIS SITE, IF
   NOT ADDRESSED BY IMPLEMENTING THE RESPONSE ACTION SELECTED IN THE RECORD
   OF DECISION, MAY PRESENT AN IMMINENT AND SUBSTANTIAL ENDANGERMENT TO THE
   PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT.

   #SRRA
   V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF THIS REMEDIAL ACTION

   THE SCOPE AND ROLE OF THIS REMEDIAL ACTION IS TO ADDRESS THE PRINCIPAL
   THREAT AT THE LANDFILL WHICH IS THE CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.  THE
   SOURCE MATERIALS WITHIN THE EXISTING LANDFILL ARE CONSIDERED TO BE A
   LOW-LEVEL THREAT DUE TO THE EXISTING SOIL CAP WHICH PROVIDES PROTECTION
   FROM DIRECT CONTACT OR INGESTION AND ALSO MINIMIZES INFILTRATION OF
   RAINWATER INTO THE LANDFILL WHICH IN TURN MINIMIZES LEACHATE GENERATION
   WHICH COULD FURTHER CONTAMINATE THE GROUND WATER.  THE INSTALLATION OF
   GAS VENTING ALONG WITH CONTINUED CAP MAINTENANCE WILL ENSURE THAT THE
   CAP WILL CONTINUE TO FUNCTION AS INTENDED.  THE PURPOSE OF THE
   GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION IS TO RETURN THE GROUNDWATER TO ITS FULL
   BENEFICIAL USE.

   VI. COMMUNITY RELATIONS SUMMARY

   IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTIONS 113 AND 117 OF CERCLA, 42 USC SECTIONS 9613
   AND 9617, EPA, IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE PADER,  ISSUED A PROPOSED PLAN TO
   PRESENT THE PREFERRED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE.  THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE
   RI/FS REPORTS WERE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC IN THE COPIES OF THE
   ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MAINTAINED AT THE EPA REGION III OFFICES AND AT
   THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY LISTED BELOW:

   ALTOONA PUBLIC LIBRARY
   1600 5TH AVENUE
   ALTOONA, PENNSYLVANIA 16602

   EPA INSTITUTED A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FROM FEBRUARY 15, 1991 TO MARCH
   17, 1991 FOR THE PURPOSE OF SOLICITING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE
   DECISION PROCESS.  AS PART OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, A PUBLIC
   MEETING WAS HELD ON MARCH 4, 1991 TO PRESENT INFORMATION AND TO ACCEPT
   ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMENTS AND TO ANSWER QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC
   REGARDING THE SITE AND REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES.  A TRANSCRIPT OF THE



   MEETING WAS MAINTAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 117(A)(2) OF CERCLA,
   42 USC SECTION 9617(A)(2).  RESPONSES TO THE ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMENTS
   RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE INCLUDED IN THE ATTACHED
   RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

   AN ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE PUBLIC MEETING, THE COMMENT PERIOD, AND THE
   AVAILABILITY OF THE RI/FS REPORTS WAS PUBLISHED IN THE ALTOONA MIRROR,
   ON FEBRUARY 15, 1991.

   ALL DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED OR RELIED UPON IN REACHING THE REMEDY SELECTION
   DECISIONS CONTAINED IN THIS RECORD OF DECISION ARE INCLUDED IN THE
   ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR THIS SITE AND CAN BE REVIEWED AT THE
   INFORMATION REPOSITORIES.

   #DSC
   VII. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM PROPOSED PLAN

   THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE SITE WAS RELEASED FOR COMMENT IN FEBRUARY
   1991.  THE PROPOSED PLAN DESCRIBED THE ALTERNATIVES STUDIED IN DETAIL IN
   THE FEASIBILITY STUDY AND IDENTIFIED ALTERNATIVE E AS THE PREFERRED
   ALTERNATIVE.  EPA REVIEWED ALL WRITTEN AND VERBAL COMMENTS SUBMITTED
   DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD AND AT THE PUBLIC MEETING.  UPON REVIEW OF
   THESE COMMENTS, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES TO THE
   REMEDY PRESENTED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN WERE NECESSARY.

   #DA
   VIII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

   THE OBJECTIVE OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY PERFORMED AT THIS SITE WAS TO
   IDENTIFY ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS CONTAMINANT SOURCE CONTROL AND
   CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER REMEDIATION.  CONTAMINANT SOURCE CONTROL IS
   EXPECTED TO MAINTAIN THE REDUCTION IN THE RATE OF RELEASE OF
   CONTAMINANTS INTO THE AQUIFER ACHIEVED UPON CLOSURE OF THE LANDFILL.
   CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER REMEDIATION WILL MINIMIZE POTENTIAL EXPOSURE
   OF GROUND WATER CONTAMINANTS TO THE PUBLIC AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND MAKE
   FUTURE WELL WATER SUPPLIES AVAILABLE.

   CERCLA REQUIRES THAT THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE FOR  A SITE BE PROTECTIVE
   OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, COST EFFECTIVE, AND IN ACCORDANCE
   WITH STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS.

   PERMANENT SOLUTIONS TO CONTAMINATION ARE TO BE ACHIEVED WHENEVER
   POSSIBLE.  IN ADDITION, EMPHASIS IS PLACED ON TREATING WASTES ON-SITE,
   WHEREVER POSSIBLE, TO REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME OF SITE
   RELATED CONTAMINANTS, AND ON APPLYING ALTERNATIVE OR INNOVATIVE
   TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES.

   POTENTIAL TECHNOLOGIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE OBJECTIVES WERE
   EVALUATED TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE TECHNOLOGIES COULD MEET HEALTH-BASED
   AND OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS INCLUDING APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS OF FEDERAL AND STATE LAW. THESE TECHNOLOGIES
   WERE ALSO EVALUATED AGAINST OPERATIONAL, INSTITUTIONAL, COST AND OTHER
   FACTORS AFFECTING IMPLEMENTATION.  THE TECHNOLOGIES EVALUATED IN THE
   FEASIBILITY STUDY WERE COMBINED INTO REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS
   THE SITE.



   THE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THE FS REPORT ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.  THE
   ESTIMATED COSTS REPORTED FOR IMPLEMENTING EACH ALTERNATIVE REPRESENT
   BOTH THE PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES OF INITIAL CAPITAL OUTLAY AND THE
   ESTIMATES OF CONTINUING OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.  COSTS ARE REPORTED
   AS PRESENT WORTH FIGURE CALCULATED WITH A DISCOUNT RATE OF 10 PERCENT.
   COSTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES ARE COMPARED IN TABLE 12.

   ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION

   THIS ALTERNATIVE IS INCLUDED IN THE FS REPORT FOR COMPARISON WITH THE
   OTHER ALTERNATIVES UNDER INVESTIGATION.  IT WOULD ONLY BE SELECTED IF
   THE SITE POSED LITTLE OR NO RISK TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH OR THE
   ENVIRONMENT.  UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, NO ADDITIONAL MEASURES WOULD BE
   UNDERTAKEN TO REMEDY CONTAMINANT SOURCES OR THEIR MIGRATION PATHWAYS,
   AND RISKS FROM THE SITE WOULD REMAIN AND COULD POTENTIALLY INCREASE WITH
   TIME.  BECAUSE HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES WOULD REMAIN ON THE SITE, FIVE YEAR
   EFFECTIVENESS REVIEWS WOULD BE CONDUCTED.

   EXCEPT FOR THE COSTS INVOLVED WITH THE FIVE YEAR REVIEW, NO CAPITAL OR
   OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) COSTS WOULD BE INCURRED FOR THIS
   ALTERNATIVE, AND NO TIME EXPENDED BEYOND THE COSTS AND TIME PRESENTLY
   EXPENDED TO MAINTAIN THE EXISTING LANDFILL CAP AND GROUND WATER
   MONITORING.  THE ESTIMATED COST FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $109,672.

   ALTERNATIVE B: DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, MONITORING AND CAP MAINTENANCE

   AS PART OF THIS MEASURE THE CURRENT OWNERS OF THE LAND COMPRISING THE
   SITE WOULD BE RESTRICTED FROM ANY FUTURE ACTIONS WHICH WOULD DISTURB THE
   LANDFILL SURFACE AND WASTES, INCLUDING CONSTRUCTION OF ROADS,
   UNDERGROUND UTILITIES, OR WELLS.  DEED RESTRICTIONS RECORDED BY THE
   OWNERS WOULD PROVIDE NOTICE TO ANY FUTURE PROPERTY OWNERS OF POTENTIAL
   HAZARDS AND LIKEWISE RESTRICT THE USE OF THE RELEVANT PROPERTY.

   ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WOULD OFFER A PHYSICAL BARRIER FOR INHIBITING DIRECT
   CONTACT OF HUMANS AND WILDLIFE WITH THE LANDFILL WASTES.  A SIX-FOOT
   HIGH, HIGH TENSILE-STRENGTH FENCE WOULD BE INSTALLED AROUND THE
   PERIMETER OF THE LANDFILL.  THE FENCE WOULD HAVE LOCKING GATES TO
   CONTROL ENTRANCE OF CONSTRUCTION VEHICLES USED FOR SITE MAINTENANCE.  IF
   NECESSARY, BARBED WIRE ALONG THE TOP OF THE FENCE WOULD ALSO BE
   INSTALLED.

   LONG-TERM GROUND WATER AND SURFACE MONITORING WOULD INCORPORATE PERIODIC
   SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS AT PRE-DETERMINED LOCATIONS WHICH WOULD ADEQUATELY
   TRACK  MIGRATION OF IMPACTED CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER AND SEDIMENTS AND
   SURFACE WATER WITHIN THE ADJACENT WETLANDS.  THE SAMPLING PARAMETERS
   WILL BE DETERMINED DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN.

   GAS VENTS WOULD BE INSTALLED TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE EXISTING CAP
   TO COMPLETE THE APPROVED LANDFILL CLOSURE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.   THE
   EXISTING SOIL CAP WOULD BE REPAIRED WHERE NECESSARY.  THIS WOULD INCLUDE
   MINOR RE-REGRADING AND BACKFILLING OF AREAS WHERE SUBSTANTIAL SOIL
   EROSION HAS OCCURRED AND RESEEDING OF BARE AREAS.  THE EXISTING DRAINAGE
   AND EROSION CONTROL MEASURES WOULD BE REPAIRED AND UPGRADED.  THEY
   INCLUDE THE EXISTING BENCHES, DIVERSION DITCHES, AND RIPRAPPED
   DOWNCHUTES.  IN ADDITION, A NEW DIVERSION DITCH ALONG THE WESTERN EDGE
   OF THE FLAT CENTRAL AREA WOULD MINIMIZE THE EROSION OVER THE STEEPER
   WESTERN SLOPES.



   ASSUMING NO UNEXPECTED SAMPLING RESULTS ARE OBTAINED DURING THE SAMPLING
   AND ANALYSIS PROGRAM, THE FOLLOWING WELLS WOULD BE SAMPLED AT THE
   FOLLOWING FREQUENCY, WITH THE SAMPLING PARAMETERS DETERMINED DURING THE
   REMEDIAL DESIGN.

            *    FROM THE UPGRADIENT SIDE OF THE LANDFILL, WELLS (4-88 AND
                 18-88) WOULD BE SAMPLED SEMI-ANNUALLY FOR YEARS 1 THROUGH
                 3, ANNUALLY FOR YEARS 4 THROUGH 30;

            *    DOWNGRADIENT WELLS (6-85, 8-85, 10A-88, 20-88, NEW WELL
                 23-88, AND M1-LINED), CROSS-GRADIENT WELL M2-AREA IV, AND
                 THE OUTFALL FROM THE WESTERN WETLAND WOULD BE SAMPLED
                 SEMI-ANNUALLY FOR YEARS 1 THROUGH 3, THEN ANNUALLY FOR
                 YEARS 4 THROUGH 30.

            *    SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES WOULD BE TAKEN FROM FAM
                 SPRING AND SEVERAL POINTS WITHIN THE WESTERN WETLAND.

   SEMI-ANNUAL SAMPLING WOULD BE PERFORMED AT DIFFERENT SEASONS FROM YEAR
   TO YEAR IN ORDER TO ASSESS SEASONAL FLUCTUATIONS IN WATER QUALITY.AFTER
   FIVE YEARS, THE SAMPLING FREQUENCY, LOCATION, AND PARAMETERS WOULD BE
   REVIEWED AND, IF APPROPRIATE, MODIFIED.  FOR COST-ESTIMATING PURPOSES,
   IT IS ASSUMED THAT THE MONITORING FREQUENCY DESCRIBED ABOVE WOULD BE
   FOLLOWED FOR 30 YEARS.

   LONG-TERM MONITORING OF SITE GROUND WATER WOULD EFFECTIVELY MITIGATE THE
   ONLY UNACCEPTABLE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE: FUTURE INGESTION OF
   SITE GROUND WATER (RISK VALUE OF 3.0 X (10-4)) BY ALLOWING PROTECTIVE
   ACTION TO BE TAKEN IF ORGANIC CHEMICALS ARE DETECTED IN MONITORING WELLS
   UPGRADIENT OF RESIDENTIAL WELLS.  BECAUSE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES WOULD
   REMAIN ON SITE, FIVE YEAR EFFECTIVENESS REVIEWS WOULD BE CONDUCTED.  THE
   ESTIMATED COST FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $750,134.  THIS ALTERNATIVE COULD
   BE IMPLEMENTED WITHIN 6 MONTHS.

   ALTERNATIVE C: HOOK-UP DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENCES TO PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY
   SYSTEM, DOWNGRADIENT WELL CLOSURE, DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, LIMITED
   MONITORING AND CAP MAINTENANCE.

   THIS ALTERNATIVE IS IDENTICAL TO ALTERNATIVE B EXCEPT THAT AN ALTERNATE
   WATER SUPPLY SOURCE TO DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENTS WOULD BE PROVIDED BY A
   CONNECTION TO THE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD
   PROVIDE THE TOTAL WATER SUPPLY (DRINKING, COOKING, AND WASHING) TO
   DOWNGRADIENT RECEPTORS, AND WOULD PROVIDE FOR CLOSURE OF THE
   DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENTIAL WELLS. MONITORING WOULD BE DONE BUT LESS
   EXTENSIVELY DUE TO THE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY.  DEED AND ACCESS
   RESTRICTIONS, PERIODIC SITE REVIEWS, AND CAP MAINTENANCE WILL BE
   PROVIDED AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE B.

   HOOK-UP OF THE FIVE DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENTS TO THE NEAREST PUBLIC WATER
   SUPPLY MAIN WOULD REQUIRE THE INSTALLATION OF APPROXIMATELY 5,400 LINEAR
   FEET (LF) OF A WATER MAIN ALONG SIXTH AVENUE.  INSTALLATION OF AN
   ADDITIONAL 100 LF OF 2-INCH WATER MAIN ALONG SIXTH AVENUE, AND
   INSTALLATION OF AN ADDITIONAL 100 LF OF 2-INCH HEADER PIPE WOULD BE
   REQUIRED TO CONNECT EACH RESIDENT TO THE NEW WATER MAIN.

   WELL CLOSURE IS THE ABANDONMENT OF CURRENTLY EXISTING WELLS.  EACH OF
   THE FIVE DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENTIAL WELLS WOULD BE PRESSURE GROUTED WITH



   CEMENT UNTIL THE ENTIRE WELL CASING IS FILLED.  THE ESTIMATED COST OF
   THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $1,085,403.  THIS ALTERNATIVE COULD BE IMPLEMENTED
   WITHIN 12 MONTHS.

   ALTERNATIVE D: MULTILAYER CAP, DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS,
                 MONITORING AND CAP MAINTENANCE

   ALTERNATIVE D INCLUDES A FULL CONTAINMENT ALTERNATIVE CONSISTING OF A
   MULTILAYER CAP OVER THE ENTIRE LANDFILL AREA.  DEED AND ACCESS
   RESTRICTIONS, GROUND WATER AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING, CAP MAINTENANCE
   AND PERIODIC SITE REVIEWS ARE ALSO PROVIDED AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE
   B.  THE MULTILAYER CAP IS INTENDED TO ISOLATE THE WASTE FROM RAINWATER
   INFILTRATION.  THE SPECIFIC COMPONENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDE THE
   FOLLOWING:

            *    STRIPPING OF THE EXISTING CAP MATERIAL AND REGRADING TO
                 PROVIDE A SMOOTH SUBGRADE TO INSTALL A MULTILAYER CAP AND
                 TO ACHIEVE A SURFACE GRADE ADEQUATE FOR SURFACE WATER
                 DRAINAGE;

            *    INSTALLATION OF A MULTILAYER CAP (MEETING THE CURRENT
                 PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OF PADER SOLID WASTE REGULATIONS)
                 OVER APPROXIMATELY 57 ACRES TO COVER THE ENTIRE WASTE
                 DISPOSAL AREA;

            *    PLACEMENT OF A SOIL COVER WHICH WILL BE VEGETATED WITH
                 GRASS;

            *    IMPLEMENTATION OF SURFACE WATER CONTROL FEATURES SUCH AS
                 DIVERSION DITCHES AND BENCHES ALONG STEEP SLOPES.

   THE MULTILAYER CAP WOULD FURTHER MINIMIZE THE INFILTRATION OF
   PRECIPITATION THROUGH THE LANDFILL.  THE VEGETATED SURFACE AND BENCHED
   SLOPE WOULD EFFECTIVELY CONTROL SOIL EROSION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD
   NOT DIRECTLY ADDRESS THE ONLY UNACCEPTABLE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE
   SITE: FUTURE INGESTION OF ALREADY CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.  THE
   ESTIMATED COST OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $6,766,864. THIS ALTERNATIVE COULD
   BE IMPLEMENTED IN 18 MONTHS.

   ALTERNATIVE E:     GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT VIA AIR
                      STRIPPING, DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, MONITORING &
                      MAINTENANCE OF CAP

   ALTERNATIVE E CONSISTS OF GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT VIA AIR
   STRIPPING, WITH EFFLUENT DISCHARGE TO THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER.  GROUND
   WATER AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING, DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CAP
   MAINTENANCE INCLUDING GAS VENTING, AND PERIODIC SITE REVIEWS AS
   DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE B ALSO WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED AS PART OF THIS
   ALTERNATIVE.

   GROUND WATER WOULD BE PUMPED AT A RATE OF APPROXIMATELY 80  GALLONS PER
   MINUTE (GPM) FROM 8 DOWNGRADIENT WELLS.  GROUND WATER WOULD THEN BE
   TREATED VIA STRIPPING IN AN ON-SITE FACILITY.

   EXPECTED INFLUENT CONCENTRATIONS WERE ESTIMATED FROM THE AVERAGE
   MEASURED CONCENTRATIONS FROM WELLS M1-LINED, 10A-88, 6-85, AND 8-85.
   THE MEASURED CONCENTRATIONS FROM WELL M2-AREA IV WERE NOT INCLUDED IN



   THE AVERAGING PROCESS SINCE THIS WELL IS NOT DOWNGRADIENT FROM THE
   LANDFILL AND DOES NOT REFLECT POTENTIAL CONTAMINATION FROM THE LANDFILL.
   THE EXPECTED AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS IN THE EXTRACTED GROUND WATER ARE AS
   FOLLOWS:

   VINYL CHLORIDE                          7.0 PARTS PER BILLION (PPB)
   CHLOROETHANE                            6.2 PPB
   ACETONE                                32.0 PPB
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE                     19.6 PPB
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE (TOTAL)             33.8 PPB
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE                   9.6 PPB
   TRICHLOROETHENE                        12.0 PPB
   TETRACHLOROETHENE                      12.0 PPB
   CHLOROBENZENE                           1.8 PPB

   IT IS ALSO EXPECTED THAT OTHER CONTAMINANTS IDENTIFIED IN THE GROUND
   WATER WILL BE PRESENT IN THE EXTRACTED GROUND WATER.  AS OF THE DATE OF
   THIS RECORD OF DECISION, THE EXPECTED CONCENTRATIONS OF THE OTHER
   CONTAMINANTS IN THE EXTRACTED GROUND WATER HAS NOT BEEN CALCULATED.

   EIGHTY GPM WAS CALCULATED TO BE THE REQUIRED PUMPING RATE TO INTERCEPT
   ALL GROUND WATER FLOWING ACROSS THE WESTERN EDGE OF THE LANDFILL IN THE
   TOP 50 FEET OF GROUND WATER.  THE PRECISE PUMPING RATE WILL BE
   DETERMINED AS A PART OF THE REMEDIAL DESIGN.  THE RESULTING DRAWDOWN AT
   THE PROPOSED EXTRACTION WELLS WOULD BE APPROXIMATELY 6.4 FEET.  THE
   RESULTING DRAWDOWN AT DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENTIAL WELLS WOULD BE
   APPROXIMATELY 3.7 FEET.  GROUND WATER WOULD STILL FLOW IN THE GENERAL
   AREA TOWARD THE LITTLE JUNIATA RIVER.  AT 80 GPM, THE TOTAL MASS OF VOCS
   EXTRACTED FROM THE GROUND WATER WOULD BE APPROXIMATELY 0.14 POUNDS PER
   DAY (0.33 POUNDS PER DAY IF THE HIGHEST CONCENTRATION WELL ALONE WERE
   USED).  AIR FROM THE STRIPPING TOWER WOULD PASS THROUGH ACTIVATED CARBON
   CANISTERS TO MINIMIZE THE RELEASE OF VOCS TO THE ATMOSPHERE.  FOR
   PURPOSES OF THE AIR EMISSIONS CONTROLS DESIGN, THE MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION
   FROM DOWNGRADIENT MONITOR WELLS OF 340 PPB OF TOTAL VOCS WAS USED.
   DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN, FUGITIVE EMISSIONS DISPERSON MODELING WILL
   BE DONE TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT AND ASSESS THE RISKS CREATED BY ANY
   FUGITIVE EMISSIONS FROM THE AIR STRIPPING OPERATION.  THE TREATMENT
   EFFLUENT STREAM WOULD MEET THE PADER NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE
   ELIMINATION SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS (NPDES).

   BASED UPON THE AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS OF IRON AND MANGANESE MEASURED IN
   THE GROUND WATER, PRETREATMENT EQUIPMENT FOR THE REMOVAL OF IRON,
   MANGANESE, AND SUSPENDED SOLIDS WAS CONSIDERED TO BE UNNECESSARY.
   PRECIPITATION OF IRON AND MANGANESE IN THE AIR STRIPPING TOWER COULD BE
   HANDLED BY ROUTINE MAINTENANCE OF THE TREATMENT EQUIPMENT.  SUCH
   MAINTENANCE HAS BEEN CONSIDERED IN THE COST ESTIMATE ASSOCIATED WITH
   THIS ALTERNATIVE.  TREATABILITY TESTS WOULD BE CONDUCTED TO CONFIRM THIS
   ASSUMPTION. PRETREATMENT EQUIPMENT WOULD BE ADDED IF TREATABILITY TESTS
   INDICATED THAT SUCH EQUIPMENT WOULD MAKE THE TREATMENT EQUIPMENT OPERATE
   MORE EFFICIENTLY AND ECONOMICALLY. THE SPENT CARBON FROM THE
   AIRSTRIPPING OPERATION WILL EITHER BE DESTROYED OR REGENERATED AT A RCRA
   APPROVED FACILITY.  THE SLUDGES PRODUCED DURING OPERATION WILL BE
   MANAGED IN ACCORDANCE WITH STATE HAZARDOUS WASTE REQUIREMENTS AND
   FEDERAL LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS.

   BASED ON CURRENT ESTIMATES, IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT THE GROUND WATER



   EXTRACTION AND AIR STRIPPING OPERATION WILL TAKE APPROXIMATELY 4 1/2
   YEARS TO EFFECTIVELY CLEAN UP THE CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER TO THE
   CLEANUP LEVELS SET FORTH IN SECTION X BELOW.  OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
   OF THE CAP, AND MONITORING OF THE GROUND AND SURFACE WATER WILL OCCUR
   FOR A MINIMUM OF 30 YEARS.  AS WASTE WILL BE LEFT ON SITE, 5 YEARS
   REVIEWS OF THE SITE WILL TAKE PLACE.  THE ESTIMATED COST FOR THIS
   ALTERNATIVE IS $2,333,549.  HOWEVER, THIS TREATMENT PERIOD WILL BE
   REEVALUATED AS IT PROGRESSES AND THE REMEDIATION PERIOD MAY BE ADJUSTED
   BASED ON THE FIELD RESULTS.  THIS ALTERNATIVE COULD BE IMPLEMENTED
   WITHIN 12 MONTHS.

   ALTERNATIVE F:     EXCAVATION OF LANDFILL SOURCE MATERIAL SOLIDIFICATION
                      AND DISPOSAL OF INCINERATOR ASH ONSITE, MULTILAYER
                      CAP, DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, MONITORING AND
                      MAINTENANCE OF CAP

   THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE EXCAVATION AND THERMAL DESTRUCTION OF ALL
   LANDFILL MATERIALS CONSTITUTING SOURCES OF SITE CONTAMINATION.  BASED ON
   THE ESTIMATED 6,700 CUBIC YARDS OF INDUSTRIAL WASTES REPORTEDLY PLACED
   IN THE LANDFILL, IT IS ASSUMED THAT 10 TIMES THIS VOLUME (I.E., OTHER
   WASTES AND SOILS IMPACTED BY THE SOURCE AREAS) WOULD REQUIRE
   INCINERATION.  MATERIALS WHICH ARE EXCAVATED AND DO NOT REQUIRE
   INCINERATION WILL BE STOCKPILED SEPARATELY FOR USE AS BACKFILL ON-SITE.
   GROUND WATER AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING, DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS,
   CAP MAINTENANCE, PERIODIC SITE INSPECTIONS AND FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS AS
   DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE B ALSO WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED AS PART OF THIS
   ALTERNATIVE.

   THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD CONSIST OF THE FOLLOWING REMEDIAL ACTIONS:

            *    SITE PREPARATION FOR INSTALLATION OF A MOBILE INCINERATOR;

            *    EXCAVATION OF ALL LANDFILL WASTE (APPROXIMATELY 2,700,000
                 CY) AND SEGREGATION OF APPROXIMATELY 67,000 CY OF WASTES
                 REQUIRING INCINERATION;

            *    INCINERATION OF SEGREGATED WASTES;

            *    STABILIZATION AND PROPER DISPOSAL OF INCINERATOR RESIDUALS
                 ON SITE.

   A MOBILE ROTARY KILN INCINERATOR, RATED AT EIGHT TONS PER HOUR, WOULD BE
   USED AT THE SITE.  THE INCINERATOR MAY REQUIRE A SECONDARY COMBUSTION
   UNIT (AFTERBURNER) OPERATED AT TEMPERATURES ADEQUATE TO COMPLETELY
   OXIDIZE ANY PRODUCTS OF INCOMPLETE COMBUSTION (PICS) HEAVING THE PRIMARY
   COMBUSTION UNIT.  A TEST BURN WOULD BE REQUIRED TO DETERMINE THE OPTIMUM
   INCINERATOR OPERATING CONDITIONS, AND TO IDENTIFY ANY SPECIFIC EMISSION
   CONTROL REQUIREMENTS.  POLLUTION CONTROL DEVICES (I.E., SCRUBBERS) WOULD
   BE REQUIRED TO CAPTURE FLY ASH AND ACID GASES PRIOR TO DISCHARGE FROM
   THE STACK.

   FOR PURPOSES OF COST ESTIMATION, IT IS ASSUMED THE INCINERATOR ASH AND
   OTHER FACILITY RESIDUALS (E.G. SCRUBBER SLUDGES) WILL BE HAZARDOUS WASTE
   UNDER THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA).  THE COST
   ESTIMATES ASSUME THAT THE ASH MUST BE DISPOSED OF AND TREATED IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH PADER HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATIONS.



   A FINAL COVER MEETING THE CURRENT STATE SOLID WASTE STANDARDS WOULD BE
   PLACED OVER THE STABILIZED MATERIALS AND THE ENTIRE LANDFILL AREA.  THE
   COVER AREA WOULD BE VEGETATED TO PREVENT EROSION OF THE TOPSOIL.
   POST-CLOSURE MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING WOULD ALSO BE PERFORMED.  THE
   COST ESTIMATE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $72,603,897.  THIS ALTERNATIVE
   WOULD TAKE 48 MONTHS TO IMPLEMENT AND 120 MONTHS OF OPERATION.

   #CAA
   IX. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

   EACH OF THE SIX REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES HAS BEEN EVALUATED WITH RESPECT TO
   THE NINE EVALUATION CRITERIA SET FORTH IN THE NCP, 40 CFR SECTION
   300.430(E)(9).  THESE NINE CRITERIA CAN BE CATEGORIZED INTO THREE
   GROUPS: THRESHOLD CRITERIA, PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA, AND MODIFYING
   CRITERIA.

   THRESHOLD CRITERIA

       1.   OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

       2.   COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
            REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

   PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA

       3.   REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH
            TREATMENT

       4.   IMPLEMENTABILITY

       5.   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

       6.   LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

       7.   COST

   MODIFYING CRITERIA

       8.   COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

       9.   STATE ACCEPTANCE

   THESE EVALUATION CRITERIA RELATE DIRECTLY TO REQUIREMENTS IN SECTION 121
   OF CERCLA, 42 USC SECTION 9621, WHICH MEASURE THE OVERALL FEASIBILITY
   AND ACCEPTABILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVES.  THRESHOLD CRITERIA MUST BE
   SATISFIED IN ORDER FOR AN ALTERNATIVE TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR SELECTION.
   PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA ARE USED TO EVALUATE THE PERFORMANCE OF EACH
   OF THE ALTERNATIVES RELATIVE TO THE OTHERS.  STATE AND COMMUNITY
   ACCEPTANCE ARE THE MODIFYING CRITERIA FORMALLY TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT AFTER
   PUBLIC COMMENT IS RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED PLAN.  THE EVALUATIONS ARE AS
   FOLLOWS:

   1. OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

   A PRIMARY REQUIREMENT OF CERCLA IS THAT THE SELECTED REMEDIAL
   ALTERNATIVE BE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  A REMEDY



   IS PROTECTIVE IF IT REDUCES CURRENT AND POTENTIAL RISKS TO ACCEPTABLE
   LEVELS UNDER THE ESTABLISHED RISK RANGE POSED BY EACH EXPOSURE PATHWAY
   AT THE SITE.

   ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS WERE NOT EVALUATED FOR THE ALTERNATIVES AS NO
   UNACCEPTABLE RISK TO ANY ENVIRONMENTAL RECEPTOR WAS IDENTIFED DURING THE
   RI.  HOWEVER, IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY OF THE ALTERNATIVES WOULD PROVIDE
   PROTECTION TO THE ENVIRONMENT BY THEIR IMPLEMENTATION.

   ALTERNATIVE A DOES NOT REDUCE RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH FROM FUTURE USE OF
   GROUND WATER, BECAUSE IT DOES NOT ADDRESS THE RISK POSED THROUGH
   EXPOSURE TO THE CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER; THEREFORE ALTERNATIVE A WILL
   NOT BE EVALUATED ANY FURTHER.

   ALTERNATIVES B THROUGH F PROVIDE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH IN THE SENSE
   THAT THE MONITORING OF EXISTING WELLS BETWEEN THE POSSIBLE RECEPTORS'
   WELLS AND THE KNOWN CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER WOULD LIKELY WARN POSSIBLE
   RECEPTORS OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS IN THE GROUND WATER
   PRIOR TO ACTUAL EXPOSURE.  THE DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS IN
   ALTERNATIVES B THROUGH F WOULD PROTECT ANY RECEPTORS FROM ANY POSSIBLE
   DIRECT CONTACT WITH ANY CONTAMINANTS STILL IN THE LANDFILL.  ALTERNATIVE
   C WOULD PROVIDE ADDITIONAL OVERALL PROTECTION TO HUMAN HEALTH BY
   PROVIDING ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY.  ALTERNATIVE D WOULD BE PROTECTIVE OF
   HUMAN HEALTH BY FURTHER MARGINALLY REDUCING ANY NEW CONTAMINANTS FROM
   ENTERING THE GROUND WATER FROM THE LANDFILL.  ALTERNATIVE E WOULD BE
   FURTHER PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH BY EXTRACTING AND TREATING THE GROUND
   WATER TO THE CLEAN UP LEVELS LISTED IN SECTION X.  ALTERNATIVE F WOULD
   BE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH BY REMOVING THE SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION,
   ALTHOUGH IT WOULD NOT DIRECTLY REDUCE THE THREAT OF EXPOSURE TO ALREADY
   CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.

   2.  COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

   UNDER SECTION 121(D) OF CERCLA, 42 USC SECTION 9621(D), AND EPA
   GUIDANCE, REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT CERCLA SITES MUST ATTAIN LEGALLY
   APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE FEDERAL AND PROMULGATED STATE
   ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS, REQUIREMENTS, CRITERIA AND LIMITATIONS WHICH
   ARE COLLECTIVELY REFERRED TO AS "ARARS", UNLESS SUCH ARARS MAY BE WAIVED
   UNDER CERCLA SECTION 121(D)(4), 42 USC SECTION 9621(D)(4).  APPLICABLE
   REQUIREMENTS ARE THOSE SUBSTANTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS,
   REQUIREMENTS, CRITERIA, OR LIMITATIONS PROMULGATED UNDER FEDERAL OR
   STATE LAW THAT ARE LEGALLY APPLICABLE TO THE REMEDIAL ACTION TO BE
   IMPLEMENTED AT THE SITE.  RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS ARE
   THOSE SUBSTANTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS, CRITERIA, OR
   LIMITATIONS PROMULGATED UNDER FEDERAL OR STATE LAW WHICH, WHILE NOT
   BEING DIRECTLY APPLICABLE TO THE REMEDIAL ACTION, DO ADDRESS PROBLEMS OR
   SITUATIONS SUFFICIENTLY SIMILAR TO THOSE ENCOUNTERED AT THE SITE SUCH
   THAT THEIR USE IS WELL SUITED TO THE SITE.  ARARS MAY RELATE TO THE
   SUBSTANCES ADDRESSED BY THE REMEDIAL ACTION (CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC), TO THE
   LOCATION OF THE SITE (LOCATION-SPECIFIC), OR TO THE MANNER IN WHICH THE
   REMEDIAL ACTION IS IMPLEMENTED (ACTION-SPECIFIC).  THERE ARE NO
   LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS FOR THIS SITE.

   ALTERNATIVES B, C, AND D DO NOT INCLUDE GROUND WATER REMEDIATION AS A
   COMPONENT OF THE REMEDIES; THEREFORE NO CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS FOR
   GROUND WATER CLEAN UP EXIST FOR THESE REMEDIES.  ACCORDINGLY THESE
   ALTERNATIVES WOULD NOT MEET THE CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARS RELATING TO



   GROUND WATER REMEDIATION AND TREATMENT.  THE ALTERNATIVES WOULD MEET ALL
   ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS RELATING TO THE ACTIONS REQUIRED UNDER THE
   RESPECTIVE REMEDIES.

   ALTERNATIVE E, WHICH INCLUDES GROUND WATER REMEDIATION, WOULD MEET THE
   CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS (AS SET FORTH IN SECTION XI OF THIS ROD)
   RELATING TO GROUND WATER REMEDIATION AND TREATMENT.  IN ADDITION,
   ALTERNATIVE E WOULD MEET ALL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS RELATING TO
   ACTIVITIES PERFORMED AS PART OF THE REMEDY, INCLUDING RCRA TREATMENT,
   STORAGE AND DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS, NPDES DISCHARGE AND DESIGN
   REQUIREMENTS, AND FEDERAL AND STATE EMISSIONS REQUIREMENTS.

   ALTERNATIVE F, WHICH DOES NOT INCLUDE GROUND WATER REMEDIATION AND
   TREATMENT, WOULD MEET ALL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS RELATING TO THE REMEDY,
   INCLUDING RCRA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND
   CLOSURE OF HAZARDOUS WASTE INCINERATORS, DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS, AND AIR
   EMISSIONS REQUIREMENTS.

   3. REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

   THIS EVALUATION CRITERION ADDRESSES THE DEGREE TO WHICH A TECHNOLOGY OR
   REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE REDUCES TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME OF HAZARDOUS
   SUBSTANCES AT THE SITE.  SECTION 121(B) OF CERCLA, 42 USC SECTION
   9621(B), ESTABLISHES A PREFERENCE FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS WHICH INCLUDE
   TREATMENT THAT PERMANENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES THE TOXICITY,
   MOBILITY, OR VOLUME AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT OVER REMEDIAL ACTIONS WHICH
   DO NOT.

   ALTERNATIVES B, C AND D DO NOT EMPLOY A TREATMENT PROCESS AND THEREFORE
   DO NOT SATISFY THE CERCLA STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT.

   ALTERNATIVES E AND F WILL RESULT IN THE REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY
   AND VOLUME OF SITE CONTAMINANTS THROUGH VARIOUS MEANS OF TREATMENT.  IN
   ALTERNATIVE E, THE GROUND WATER TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY, AIR STRIPPING,
   PROVIDES REDUCTION OF GROUND WATER TOXICITY AND THE REDUCTION OF THE
   MASS OR VOLUME OF GROUND WATER CONSTITUENTS, BUT DOES NOT DIRECTLY
   REDUCE THE SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION.  THE COMPOUNDS EXTRACTED DURING THE
   AIR STRIPPING PHASE OF ALTERNATIVE E, ARE EXPECTED TO BE ABSORBED ONTO
   CARBON AND LATER INCINERATED AT AN OFF-SITE FACILITY DURING REGENERATION
   OF THE CARBON OR TREATED IN A BIODEGRADATION PROCESS.  ALTERNATIVE F
   WILL REDUCE THE VOLUME AND TOXICITY OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS IN THE
   LANDFILL THROUGH INCINERATION, BUT WILL NOT ADDRESS THE PRIMARY RISK AT
   THE SITE, THE EXISTING CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.

   4. IMPLEMENTABILITY

   THIS EVALUATION CRITERION ADDRESSES THE DIFFICULTIES AND UNKNOWNS
   ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTING TECHNOLOGIES, THE ABILITY AND TIME
   NECESSARY TO OBTAIN REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS, THE AVAILABILITY OF
   SERVICES AND MATERIALS, AND THE RELIABILITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF MONITORING.

   FOR ALL OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES, THE ABILITY TO MONITOR
   EFFECTIVENESS OF EACH REMEDY EXISTS.  OVER 21 GROUND WATER MONITORING
   WELLS ARE CURRENTLY INSTALLED AT THE SITE AND NEARBY.  FOR ALTERNATIVES
   E AND F, GROUND WATER MONITORING AND THE USE OF THE EARLY WARNING WELLS
   WILL GIVE NOTICE OF FAILURE OF THE ACTION BEFORE SIGNIFICANT RISK OF
   EXPOSURE FOR DOWNGRADIENT GROUND WATER USERS CAN OCCUR.  FOR ALTERNATIVE



   E, PERIODIC SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS OF GROUND WATER TREATMENT SYSTEM
   DISCHARGES WOULD ALLOW MONITORING OF ARAR COMPLIANCE.  FOR ALTERNATIVES
   E AND F, CONTINUOUS AND AUTOMATED SAMPLING AND MONITORING OF STACK
   EMISSIONS WOULD GIVE THE ABILITY TO MONITOR ARAR COMPLIANCE FOR AIR EMISSIONS.

   FOR ALTERNATIVE B, THE MONITORING WELLS AND FENCING WOULD BE EASILY
   BUILT.  THE WATERLINE IN ALTERNATIVE C CAN BE BUILT USING EXISTING LINES
   AND WOULD REQUIRE MINIMAL O&M.  THE NEW CAP IN ALTERNATIVE D WOULD BE
   MORE DIFFICULT TO BUILD BUT WOULD REQUIRE LITTLE MAINTENANCE.  THE
   GROUNDWATER RECOVERY AND TREATMENT FACILITIES FOR ALTERNATIVE E WOULD BE
   RELATIVELY EASY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE.  THE GROUND WATER TREATMENT
   SYSTEM REQUIRES SOME OPERATOR ATTENTION.  IN ALTERNATIVE F, THE
   CONSTRUCTION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE INCINERATOR IS CONSIDERED TO BE
   MODERATELY DIFFICULT AND EXCAVATION OF THE LANDFILL IS CONSIDERED TO BE
   DIFFICULT.

   IN TERMS OF THE AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES AND CAPACITIES, ALTERNATIVE B
   REQUIRES FEW SERVICES AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION WILL NOT AFFECT ANY
   COMMERCIALLY AVAILABLE CAPACITIES.  FOR ALTERNATIVES C AND D, SERVICES
   AND CAPACITIES NEEDED FOR IMPLEMENTATION ARE READILY AVAILABLE. IN
   ADDITION TO THOSE SERVICES NEEDED FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE B,
   ALTERNATIVE E HAS THE NEED FOR AIR STRIPPER CONSTRUCTION AND GROUND
   WATER EXTRACTION FACILITIES AND SITE OPERATING SERVICES, WHICH ARE
   AVAILABLE.  FOR ALTERNATIVE F, MOST OF THE SERVICES RELATING TO
   EXCAVATING AND INCINERATION ARE READILY AVAILABLE BUT WILL TAKE TIME TO
   PROCURE.

   FOR ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES, EQUIPMENT, SPECIALISTS AND MATERIALS ARE
   READILY AVAILABLE.  THE SPECIFIED TECHNOLOGIES NEEDED ARE AVAILABLE FOR
   ALL OF THE REMAINING ALTERNATIVES.  ALTERNATIVE E REQUIRES GROUND WATER
   TREATMENT PILOT TESTING AND ALTERNATIVE F REQUIRES INCINERATION
   TREATABILITY STUDIES.

   5. SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS ADDRESSES THE PERIOD OF TIME NEEDED TO ACHIEVE
   PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND ANY ADVERSE IMPACTS
   THAT MAY BE POSED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION PERIOD OF THE
   REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE UNTIL CLEANUP LEVELS ARE ACHIEVED.

   ALTERNATIVE B DOES NOT PRESENT ANY SHORT-TERM RISK TO THE COMMUNITY;
   POTENTIAL RELEASES OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE AIR FROM THE INSTALLATION AND
   OPERATION OF METHANE VENTS CAN EASILY BE CONTROLLED.  THE ALTERNATIVE
   HOWEVER, COULD PRESENT A LONG-TERM CANCER RISK BY EXPOSURE TO AND
   INGESTION OF GROUND WATER, IF THE MONITORING FAILS TO DETECT THE
   MOVEMENT OF THE CONTAMINATION.  ALTERNATIVE C DOES NOT POSE ANY
   SHORT-TERM RISKS TO THE COMMUNITY AND WOULD PROVIDE NO RISKS TO
   RECEPTORS USING THE ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY.  ALTERNATIVE D DOES NOT
   PRESENT ANY SUBSTANTIAL RISK TO THE COMMUNITY AS THE NEW CAP WOULD BE
   INSTALLED IN SMALL INCREMENTS-THUS REDUCING ANY POSSIBLE SHORT-TERM
   EXPOSURE TO ANY WASTES BELOW THE EXISTING CAP.  IN ADDITION, PROTECTIVE
   MEASURES WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED DURING CONSTRUCTION TO ENSURE THAT NO NEW
   INFILTRATION WOULD OCCURS DURING THE RECAPPING.  ALTERNATIVE E DOES NOT
   PRESENT SHORT TERM RISKS TO THE COMMUNITY BECAUSE POTENTIAL RELEASES OF
   CONTAMINANTS TO THE AIR FROM THE INSTALLATION AND OPERATION OF THE AIR
   STRIPPER AND METHANE VENTS  CAN EASILY BE CONTROLLED.



   EXCAVATION OF THE LANDFILL AND OPERATION OF AN ON-SITE INCINERATOR IN
   ALTERNATIVE F WILL PRESENT A SHORT-TERM RISK TO THE COMMUNITY OF
   RELEASES TO THE AIR AND SURFACE WATER RUNOFF DURING THE OPERATING PERIOD.

   THERE WOULD BE NO SIGNIFICANT SHORT TERM RISK TO WORKERS RESULTING FROM
   THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVES B, C OR D.  FOR ALTERNATIVE E, THERE
   WOULD BE MINOR RISKS TO WORKERS WITH RESPECT TO ACTIVITIES INVOLVING
   EXTRACTION WELL INSTALLATION, CONSTRUCTION OF THE GROUND WATER TREATMENT
   FACILITY, AND OTHER RELATED CONSTRUCTION.  THERE WOULD BE SIGNIFICANTLY
   INCREASED RISKS FOR WORKERS AT THE SITE IN ALTERNATIVE F RESULTING FROM
   EXCAVATION OF THE LANDFILL.  A SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASED RISK OF WORKER
   EXPOSURE TO METHANE GAS RELEASES, AS WELL AS THE RISK OF EXPLOSIONS
   ASSOCIATED FROM POSSIBLE METHANE GAS POCKETS WITHIN THE LANDFILL WITH
   THIS ACTIVITY WOULD BE EXPECTED.

   FOR ALTERNATIVES B, C, D AND E THERE ARE NO SIGNIFICANT DETRIMENTAL
   ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.  ALL AIR EMISSIONS, SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE AND
   DISPOSAL OF RESIDUALS WOULD BE CONDUCTED IN COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS.  FOR
   ALTERNATIVE F THERE WOULD BE INCREASED LOCAL POLLUTANT LOADINGS TO THE
   ATMOSPHERE FROM THE ON-SITE INCINERATOR BUT WILL BE CONTROLLED TO THE
   GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE.

   IN ALTERNATIVES B AT LEAST 75 YEARS IS THE ESTIMATE FOR NATURAL
   ATTENUATION AND DISSEMINATION OF GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION TO REACH
   BACKGROUND LEVELS.  FOR ALTERNATIVE C, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE
   ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY COULD BE IMPLEMENTED WITHIN 12 MONTHS, HOWEVER IT
   WOULD STILL TAKE 75 YEARS FOR THE GROUND WATER TO BE CLEANED THROUGH
   NATURAL ATTENUATION.

   FOR ALTERNATIVE D, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION WOULD TAKE APPROXIMATELY 18
   MONTHS TO IMPLEMENT.  THE GROUND WATER GROUND WATER WOULD THEN BE
   CLEANSED FASTER AS ANY CURRENT MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE
   LANDFILL TO THE GROUND WATER WOULD BE FURTHER REDUCED FROM WHAT THE
   EXISTING CAP NOW ALLOWS, HOWEVER, THIS RATE WOULD BE ONLY MARGINALLY
   FASTER THEN WITH THE EXISTING CAP.  ALTERNATIVE E COULD BE IMPLEMENTED
   WITHIN 12 MONTHS, HOWEVER, THE ACTUAL EXTRACTION AND OPERATION IS
   ESTIMATED TO TAKE APPROXIMATELY 4 1/2 YEARS TO REDUCE THE CONCENTRATION
   OF VOCS TO CLEANUP LEVELS SET FORTH IN SECTION X.  ALTERNATIVE F WOULD
   TAKE 4 YEARS TO CONSTRUCT AND APPROXIMATELY 10 YEARS OF OPERATION TO
   INCINERATE ALL WASTE WITHIN THE LANDFILL.  EVEN SO,NATURAL ATTENUATION
   AND DISSEMINATION OF GROUND WATER CONTAMINANTS  WOULD REQUIRE 75 YEARS.

   6. LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

   LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE ADDRESS THE LONG-TERM PROTECTION
   OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT PROVIDED AFTER THE REMEDIAL ACTION
   GOALS HAVE BEEN ACHIEVED.  THIS COMPARISON FOCUSES ON THE RESIDUAL RISK
   THAT WILL REMAIN AFTER COMPLETION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION AND THE
   ADEQUACY AND RELIABILITY OF CONTROLS USED TO MANAGE THE UNTREATED WASTE
   AND TREATMENT RESIDUALS.

   THERE IS VIRTUALLY NO RESIDUAL RISK ASSOCIATED WITH DIRECT CONTACT WITH
   SOIL OR SOIL INGESTION FOR ANY OF THE ALTERNATIVES AS LONG AS THE
   LANDFILL CAP IS MAINTAINED AND, IN THE CASE OF ALTERNATIVES B, C, D, E,
   AND F, THE SITE REMAINS FENCED.  FENCING THE SITE ALONG WITH DEED
   RESTRICTIONS WILL SUBSTANTIALLY ELIMINATE POTENTIAL FUTURE EXPOSURE FROM
   UNAUTHORIZED ACCESS OR ANY DEVELOPMENT ON OR WITHIN THE LANDFILL.



   ALTERNATIVE B WOULD WARN DOWNGRADIENT USERS PRIOR TO THE CONTAMINATION
   OF THE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY; HOWEVER, AN ADDITIONAL ACTION WOULD THEN
   SUBSEQUENTLY BE NEEDED TO ALLEVIATE THE THREAT.  ALTERNATIVE C WOULD
   PROTECT FUTURE USERS AS LONG AS THEY ARE  CONNECTED TO THE PUBLIC WATER
   SUPPLY.  ALTERNATIVES D AND F REDUCE THE RISK POSED BY ANY LEACHATE
   GENERATED WITHIN THE LANDFILL THROUGH FURTHER CONTAINMENT AND THROUGH
   THE SOURCE REDUCTION IN ALTERATIVE F, THUS REDUCING THE MARGINAL RISK OF
   CONTINUING RELEASE OF THE GROUND WATER.  ALTERNATIVE E SUBSTANTIALLY
   ELIMINATES ANY RISK POSED BY THE INGESTION OF THE GROUND WATER BY
   EXTRACTING AND TREATING THE GROUND WATER PRIOR TO MIGRATION TO ANY
   RECEPTOR.

   DUE TO THE EXISTING LANDFILL CAP AND VEGETATIVE SOIL COVER, THE ADEQUACY
   AND RELIABILITY OF ALL THE DESCRIBED ALTERNATIVES IS SUFFICIENT TO
   MINIMIZE LEACHATE GENERATION AND PREVENT DIRECT EXPOSURE TO SOILS.
   CONTROLS FOR GROUND WATER RECOVERY AND TREATMENT UNDER ALTERNATIVE E ARE
   ADEQUATE AND EXTREMELY RELIABLE.  ADDITIONALLY, EARLY WARNING MONITORING
   WELLS WHICH WILL BE PART OF THE GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT
   SYSTEM UNDER ALTERNATIVE E PROVIDE BACKUP PERFORMANCE MONITORING.  THE
   SOURCE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY OF ALTERNATIVE F, INCINERATION, HAS BEEN
   DEMONSTRATED AS BEING EFFECTIVE IN REMOVING VOCS FROM SOILS.  FIELD
   SCALE TEST WOULD BE CONDUCTED TO VERIFY THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
   INCINERATION ON THE LANDFILL MATERIALS.  THE CONTROLS AND MONITORING
   TECHNOLOGY FOR INCINERATION ARE WELL ESTABLISHED AND RELIABLE.  WHILE
   REMOVAL OF THE LANDFILL AND CONTAMINATED MATERIALS AND TREATMENT BY
   INCINERATION DOES PROVIDE A GOOD LONG-TERM SOLUTION FOR SITE
   REMEDIATION, THE SHORT-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF EXCAVATION OF THE LANDFILL
   ARE SIGNIFICANT AS DESCRIBED IN PARAGRAPH 5 (SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS)
   BELOW.

   FOR ALL OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES, OTHER THAN ALTERNATIVE F, A
   PERIODIC REVIEW IS NEEDED TO ASSURE LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND
   PERMANENCE, AS WELL AS THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH.

   7. COSTS

   CERCLA REQUIRES SELECTION OF A COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDY THAT PROTECTS HUMAN
   HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND MEETS THE OTHER REQUIREMENTS OF THE
   STATUTE.  THE CAPITAL AND THE ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M)
   COSTS FOR THESE ALTERNATIVES, AS CALCULATED ON A PRESENT WORTH BASIS,
   VARY SIGNIFICANTLY.  COST ESTIMATES HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED FOR DIRECT AND
   INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS AND O&M COSTS.  THE PRESENT WORTH OF EACH
   ALTERNATIVE HAS BEEN CALCULATED FOR COMPARATIVE PURPOSES.  DIRECT
   CAPITAL COSTS INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

            *    REMEDIAL ACTION CONSTRUCTION
            *    EQUIPMENT
            *    BUILDING AND SERVICES
            *    WASTE DISPOSAL COSTS

   INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS INCLUDE:

            *    ENGINEERING EXPENSES
            *    ENVIRONMENTAL PERMIT ACQUISITION
            *    STARTUP AND SHAKEDOWN
            *    CONTINGENCY ALLOWANCES



   ANNUAL O&M COSTS INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

            *    OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE LABOR AND MATERIAL COSTS
            *    MAINTENANCE MATERIALS AND LABOR COSTS
            *    CHEMICALS, ENERGY, AND FUEL
            *    ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AND PURCHASED SERVICES
            *    MONITORING COSTS
            *    COSTS FOR PERIODIC SITE REVIEW (EVERY FIVE YEARS)
            *    INSURANCE, TAXES, AND LICENSE COSTS

   THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATES HAVE AN ACCURACY OF +50
   PERCENT TO -30 PERCENT.  FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT WORTH
   CALCULATIONS, ALL ALTERNATIVES HAVE A PERFORMANCE PERIOD OF 30 YEARS.

   ALTERNATIVE A INVOLVES NO CAPITAL COSTS AND NO O&M.  THE ONLY COST FOR
   ALTERNATIVE A IS THE COST OF $109,672 ASSOCIATED WITH THE FIVE YEAR
   EFFECTIVENESS REVIEWS, WHICH ARE NECESSARY IN ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES
   EXCEPT ALTERNATIVE F.

   ALTERNATIVE B HAS A PRESENT WORTH CAPITAL COST OF $242,905 AND A PRESENT
   WORTH OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (0&M) COST OF $529,596 WITH A TOTAL
   $772,501 PROJECT COST.  ALTERNATIVE C HAS A PRESENT WORTH CAPITAL COST
   OF $831,155 AND A PRESENT WORTH O&M COST OF $254,247 WITH A TOTAL OF
   $1,085,402, PROJECT COST.

   ALTERNATIVE D HAS A PRESENT WORTH CAPITOL COST OF $6,237,368 AND A
   PRESENT WORTH O&M COST OF $529,596 WITH A TOTAL OF $6,766,964, PROJECT
   COST.

   ALTERNATIVE E HAS A PRESENT WORTH CAPITAL COST OF $1,167,592 AND A
   PRESENT WORTH O&M COST OF $905,376 WITH A TOTAL PROJECT COST OF
   $2,344,581.  ALTERNATIVE F HAS A PRESENT WORTH CAPITAL COST OF
   $72,096,668 AND A PRESENT WORTH O&M COST OF $529,596 WITH A TOTAL OF
   $72,626,264 PROJECT COST.  ALTERNATIVE F IS ALMOST TWELVE TIMES GREATER
   IN COST THAN ANY OF THE OTHER CONSIDERED ALTERNATIVES.  ALTERNATIVES B,
   C, AND E ARE ALL IN THE SAME ORDER OF COST RANGE WITH ALTERNATIVE D
   BEING THREE TIMES THE COST OF ALTERNATIVE E.  A SUMMARY OF ALL COSTS ARE
   SHOWN ON TABLE 12.

   8. STATE ACCEPTANCE

   THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA HAS CONCURRED WITH THE SELECTION OF
   REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE E FOR IMPLEMENTATION AT THE SITE.

   9. COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

   A PUBLIC MEETING ON THE PROPOSED PLAN WAS HELD ON MARCH 4, 1991 IN
   ALTOONA, PENNSYLVANIA.  COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THAT MEETING AND DURING THE
   COMMENT PERIOD ARE DISCUSSED IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY ATTACHED TO
   THIS RECORD OF DECISION.

   #SRA
   X. SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

   BASED UPON CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF CERCLA, THE DETAILED
   ANALYSIS OF THE ALTERNATIVES AND PUBLIC COMMENTS, THE REMEDIAL



   ALTERNATIVE SELECTED FOR IMPLEMENTATION ("SELECTED REMEDY") AT THE SITE
   IS ALTERNATIVE E, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION, AND TREATMENT OF GROUND WATER
   VIA AN AIR STRIPPER, DEED AND ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, MONITORING AND
   MAINTENANCE OF CAP.

   CLEAN UP LEVELS

   THE CLEAN UP LEVELS FOR THE AQUIFER CONTAMINANTS ARE, FOR EACH
   CONTAMINANT, THE LOWER OF (1) THE MCL LISTED BELOW AND (2) THE
   BACKGROUND LEVEL OF THAT CONTAMINANT:

                                          CLEAN UP LEVEL
   CONTAMINANT                            (UG/L)    BASIS

   1,2 DICHLOROETHANE                     5         MCL
   CIS 1,2 DICHLOROETHENE                 70        MCL
   TRANS 1,2 DICHLOROETHENE               100       MCL
   CHLOROFORM (TOTAL TRIHALOMETHANES)     100       MCL
   TETRACHLOROETHANE                       5        MCL
   TRICHLOROETHENE                         5        MCL
   VINYL CHLORIDE                          2        MCL

   PROMULGATED OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE HEALTH-BASED LEVELS FOR
   MANGANESE DO NOT EXIST.  BECAUSE OF THE LOW HAZARD INDEX FOR MANGANESE
   IDENTIFIED AT THIS SITE, A SITE-SPECIFIC HEALTH BASED CLEANUP LEVEL IS
   NOT NECESSARY.  LIKEWISE, A PROMULGATED OR RELEVANT HEALTH-BASED LEVEL
   FOR 1,1 DICHLOROETHANE (ANOTHER CONTAMINANT GIVING RISE TO RELATIVELY
   LOW RISK AT THE SITE) DOES NOT EXIST; AND THEREFORE A SITE-SPECIFIC
   HEALTH-BASED CLEAN-UP LEVEL IS NOT LISTED.

   BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS FOR THE ABOVE CONTAMINANTS WILL BE DETERMINED
   BY COMPLYING WITH THE PROCEDURES FOR GROUND WATER MONITORING AS OUTLINED
   IN 25 PA CODE S264.97.  IN THE EVENT THAT A CONTAMINANT IS NOT DETECTED
   IN SAMPLES TAKEN FOR BACKGROUND CALCULATIONS, THE DETECTION LIMIT FOR
   THE METHOD OF ANALYSIS UTILIZED WITH RESPECT TO THAT CONTAMINANT SHALL
   CONSTITUTE THE "BACKGROUND" CONCENTRATION OF THE CONTAMINANT.  AS OF THE
   DATE OF THIS RECORD OF DECISION, THE APPROPRIATE METHODS AND THEIR
   DETECTION LIMITS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

   CONTAMINANT                  METHOD    DETECTION LIMIT
                                          (UG/L)

   CHLOROFORM (TOTAL
   TRIHALOMETHANES)             601/602(1)          .05
   1,2 DICHLOREOTHANE           601/602             .03
   CIS 1,2 DICHLOROETHANE       524.2(2)            .12
   TRANS 1,2 DICHLORETHENE      601/602             .10
   TETRACHLOROETHANE            601/602             .03
   TRICHLOROETHENE              601/602             .03
   VINYL CHLORIDE               601/602             .18

   (1) 40 CFR PART 136
   (2) 40 CFR PART 141

   THE DISCHARGE LEVELS FOR CONTAMINANTS IN THE TREATED GROUND WATER
   EFFLUENT WILL BE DETERMINED BY EPA IN CONSULTATION WITH PADER AS PART OF
   REMEDIAL DESIGN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS OF



   PENNSYLVANIA'S NPDES PROGRAM.

   IF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY DEMONSTRATES, IN CORROBORATION
   WITH HYDROGEOLOGICAL AND CHEMICAL EVIDENCE, THAT IT WILL BE TECHNICALLY
   IMPRACTICABLE TO ACHIEVE AND MAINTAIN THE CLEAN-UP LEVELS THROUGHOUT THE
   AREA OF ATTAINMENT (WHICH WILL BE THE EDGE OF THE LANDFILL AREA WHERE
   CONTAMINATION IS FURTHEST DETECTED).  EPA, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE
   COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, INTENDS TO AMEND THE ROD OR ISSUE AN
   EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES TO INFORM THE PUBLIC OF THE
   SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE GROUND WATER CLEAN UP LEVELS AS APPROPRIATE.

   #SD
   XI. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

   UNDER ITS LEGAL AUTHORITIES, EPA'S PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY AT CERCLA
   SITES IS TO UNDERTAKE REMEDIAL ACTIONS THAT ACHIEVE ADEQUATE PROTECTION
   OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  IN ADDITION, SECTION 121 OF CERCLA
   ESTABLISHES SEVERAL OTHER STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS AND PREFERENCES.  ONE
   SUCH REQUIREMENT IS THAT WHEN COMPLETE, THE SELECTED REMEDY IMPLEMENTED
   AT THE SITE MUST COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
   ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS ESTABLISHED UNDER FEDERAL AND STATE
   ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS UNLESS A STATUTORY WAIVER IS JUSTIFIED.  THE SELECTED
   REMEDY ALSO MUST BE COST-EFFECTIVE AND UTILIZE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND
   ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO
   THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  FINALLY, THE STATUTE INCLUDES A
   PREFERENCE FOR REMEDIES THAT EMPLOY TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT TO
   PERMANENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE VOLUME, TOXICITY, OR MOBILITY
   OF HAZARDOUS WASTE.  THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS DISCUSS HOW THE SELECTED
   REMEDY MEETS THESE STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS.

   PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

   THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE PROTECTS HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
   ENVIRONMENT IN THE LONG TERM BY USING GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND
   TREATMENT TO HALT THE MIGRATION OF THE EXISTING CONTAMINATION AND TO
   REDUCE THE CONTAMINATION IN THE GROUNDWATER TO ACCEPTABLE LEVELS.  THE
   CURRENT EXCESS CANCER RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED
   GROUND WATER ARE 3.0 X (10-4).  IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDIAL
   ALTERNATIVE IS EXPECTED TO REDUCE THIS RISK TO WITHIN THE GENERALLY
   ACCEPTABLE CANCER RISK RANGE OF 1.0 X (10-4) TO 1.0 X (10-6).

   THE EXISTING CAP WITH INSTALLATION OF THE GAS VENTS ALONG WITH LONG TERM
   MAINTENANCE WILL CONTINUE TO REDUCE THE INFILTRATION OF WATER INTO THE
   LANDFILL, WHICH IN TURN REDUCES THE MIGRATION OF ANY SOURCE CONTAMINANTS
   INTO THE GROUND WATER.

   THERE ARE NO SHORT-TERM RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SELECTED REMEDY THAT
   CANNOT BE READILY CONTROLLED.  IN ADDITION NO ADVERSE CROSS MEDIA
   IMPACTS ARE EXPECTED TO RESULT FROM IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED
   REMEDY.  THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL ALSO PROVIDE PROTECTION FROM EXPOSURE
   OF CONTAMINATION LEFT ON THE SITE BY THE INSTALLATION OF SECURITY FENCING.

   COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENT.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY OF GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT WILL COMPLY



   WITH ALL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE CHEMICAL-, LOCATION-,
   AND ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS.  THOSE ARARS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

   1. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS

   A.  RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCLS)
   PROMULGATED UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, 42 USC S 300F TO 300J-26,
   AND SET FORTH AT 40 CFR S 141.61(A) AND 55 FED. REG. 30370 (JULY 25,
   1990) ARE:

   CONTAMINANT                            CONCENTRATION
                                            (UG/LITER)

   1,2 DICHLOROETHANE                               5
   CIS-1,2 DICHLOROETHENE                           70
   TRANS-1,2 DICHLOROETHENE                         100
   CHLOROFORM (TOTAL TRIHALOMETHANES)               100
   TETRACHLOROETHANE                                  5
   TRICHLOROETHENE                                    5
   VINYL CHLORIDE                                     2
   NICKEL (PROPOSED)                                100

   B.  THE PENNSYLVANIA ARAR FOR GROUND WATER FOR HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IS
   THAT ALL GROUND WATER MUST BE REMEDIATED TO "BACKGROUND" QUALITY AS
   SPECIFIED BY 25 PA. CODE SECTIONS 264.90 - .100.  THE COMMONWEALTH OF
   PENNSYLVANIA ALSO MAINTAINS THAT THE REQUIREMENT TO REMEDIATE TO
   BACKGROUND IS ALSO FOUND IN OTHER LEGAL AUTHORITIES. THE METHOD BY WHICH
   BACKGROUND LEVELS WILL BE DETERMINED IS SET FORTH IN SECTION X OF THIS
   ROD (SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE).  SUCH BACKGROUND LEVELS SHALL BE
   ATTAINED AS PART OF THE SELECTED REMEDY, UNLESS IT IS DEMONSTRATED THAT
   ATTAINING SUCH LEVELS IS INFEASIBLE, OR OTHERWISE WAIVABLE UNDER CERCLA
   SECTION 121(D), 42 USC SECTION 9621(D).

   C. THE NATIONAL EMISSIONS STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS
   (NESHAPS) SET FORTH AT 40 CFR S 61.64(B) AND PROMULGATED UNDER THE CLEAN
   AIR ACT, 42 USC S 7401, CONTAIN AN EMISSION STANDARD FOR AIR STRIPPING
   VINYL CHLORIDE MANUFACTURING PLANTS WHICH IS RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO
   THE AIR STRIPPING.  THE VINYL CHLORIDE EMISSION STANDARD IS 10 PPM
   (AVERAGE FOR 3-HOUR PERIOD).

   2.  LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS

            NO LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARS WITH RESPECT TO THIS SITE, HAVE BEEN
            IDENTIFIED.

   3.  ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

   A. 25 PA. CODE SECTIONS 123.1 AND 123.2 ARE APPLICABLE TO THE SELECTED
   REMEDY, AND REQUIRE THAT DUSTS GENERATED BY EARTHMOVING ACTIVITIES BE
   CONTROLLED WITH WATER OR OTHER APPROPRIATE DUST SUPPRESSANTS.

   B. TO THE EXTENT THAT NEW POINT SOURCE AIR EMISSIONS RESULT FROM THE
   IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE, 25 PA. CODE SECTION
   127.12(A)(5) WILL APPLY, REQUIRING THAT EMISSIONS BE REDUCED TO THE
   MINIMUM OBTAINABLE LEVELS THROUGH THE USE OF BEST AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY
   (BAT), AS DEFINED IN 25 PA. CODE SECTION 121.1.



   C. TREATMENT AND DISCHARGE OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER TO THE LITTLE
   JUNIATA RIVER WILL CAUSE THE REQUIREMENTS OF PENNSYLVANIA'S NPDES
   PROGRAM TO APPLY.  THOSE REQUIREMENTS, AS SET FORTH IN 25 PA. CODE
   SECTIONS 93.1 THROUGH 93.9, INCLUDE DESIGN, DISCHARGE, AND MONITORING
   REQUIREMENTS WHICH WILL BE MET IN IMPLEMENTING THE SELECTED REMEDY.

   D. 25 PA. CODE SECTIONS 102.1 THROUGH 102.24 CONTAIN RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE STANDARDS REQUIRING THE DEVELOPMENT, IMPLEMENTATION, AND
   MAINTENANCE OF EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES AND FACILITIES
   WHICH EFFECTIVELY MINIMIZE ACCELERATED EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION.

   E. 25 PA. CODE SECTIONS 105.291 THROUGH 105.314, PROMULGATED IN PART
   UNDER THE PENNSYLVANIA DAM SAFETY AND ENCROACHMENTS ACT OF 1978, SET
   FORTH APPLICABLE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE GROUND WATER
   TREATMENT DISCHARGE PIPE/HEADWALL CONSTRUCTION.

   F. 25 PA. CODE SECTIONS 264.111, 264.117, AND 264.310(B), (I), (IV) AND
   (V) CONTAIN RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO
   MAINTENANCE OF THE EXISTING CAP.  THESE REQUIREMENTS PRECLUDE ANY
   BREACHES OF INTEGRITY OF THE EXISTING LANDFILL CAP EXCEPT UNDER CERTAIN
   CIRCUMSTANCES, WHICH CIRCUMSTANCES WILL BE MET BY THE SELECTED REMEDY.
   THESE PROVISIONS ALSO WILL REQUIRE ADEQUATE REPAIR OF THE LANDFILL CAP.

   G. PORTIONS OF THE PENNSYLVANIA MUNICIPAL WASTE REGULATIONS, 25 PA CODE
   ARTICLE VIII, SET FORTH RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE SUBSTANTIVE
   REQUIREMENTS REGARDING THE MAINTENANCE OF THE LANDFILL CAP REQUIRED
   UNDER THE SELECTED REMEDY.  THOSE PORTIONS INCLUDE ARE: 25 PA. CODE
   271.212 (RELATING TO ACCESS RESTRICTIONS), 273.235 AND 273.236
   (RELATING TO REVEGETATION OF LANDFILL COVER), 273.241 (RELATING TO
   PREVENTION OF WATER POLLUTION), 273.242 (RELATING TO SEDIMENTATION AND
   EROSION CONTROL), AND 273.292 (RELATING TO GAS VENTING).

   H. THE GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OPERATIONS AT THE SITE WILL
   CONSTITUTE TREATMENT OF HAZARDOUS WASTE (I.E., THE GROUND WATER
   CONTAINING HAZARDOUS WASTE), AND WILL RESULT IN THE GENERATION OF
   HAZARDOUS WASTES DERIVED FROM THE TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED GROUND
   WATER (I.E., SPENT CARBON FILTERS FROM THE AIR STRIPPING OPERATION).
   THE REMEDY WILL BE IMPLEMENTED CONSISTENTLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF 25
   PA. CODE PART 262 SUBPARTS A (RELATING TO HAZARDOUS WASTE DETERMINATION
   AND IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS), B (RELATING TO MANIFESTING REQUIREMENTS FOR
   OFF-SITE SHIPMENTS OF SPENT CARBON OR OTHER HAZARDOUS WASTES), AND C
   (RELATING TO PRETRANSPORT REQUIREMENTS; 25 PA. CODE PART 263 (RELATING
   TO TRANSPORTERS OF HAZARDOUS WASTES); AND WITH RESPECT TO THE OPERATIONS
   AT THE SITE GENERALLY, WITH  THE SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS OF 25 PA. CODE
   PART 264 SUBPARTS B-E, F (IN THE EVENT HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATED AS PART
   OF THE SELECTED REMEDY IS MANAGED IN A SURFACE IMPOUNDMENT), G, I(IN THE
   EVENT THAT HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATED AS PART OF THE SELECTED REMEDY IS
   MANAGED IN CONTAINERS), J (IN THE EVENT HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATED AS
   PART OF THE SELECTED REMEDY IS TREATED OR STORED IN TANKS), AND K (IN
   THE EVENT HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATED AS PART OF THE SELECTED REMEDY IS
   TREATED OR STORED IN SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS).

   I. THE LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS SET FORTH AT 40 CFR PART 268 ARE
   APPLICABLE TO  THE MANAGEMENT OF HAZARDOUS WASTES (INCLUDING SPENT
   CARBON FILTERS FROM THE AIR STRIPPING OPERATION) GENERATED AS PART OF
   THE SELECTED REMEDY.



   J. 29 CFR S 1910.170 SETS FORTH APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS REGARDING WORKER
   SAFETY IN THE HANDLING OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.

   K. 49 CFR S 171.1-171.16 SETS FORTH APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS REGARDING
   OFF-SITE TRANSPORTATION OF HAZARDOUS WASTES.

   L. THE REQUIREMENTS OF SUBPART AA (AIR EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PROCESS
   VENTS) AND BB (AIR EMISSION STANDARDS FOR EQUIPMENT LEAKS) OF THE
   FEDERAL RCRA REGULATIONS, 40 CFR SECTIONS 1030 AND 1050, ARE RELEVANT
   AND APPROPRIATE (AND, DEPENDING UPON THE LEVELS OF ORGANICS IN THE
   EXTRACTED GROUND WATER AND TREATMENT RESIDUALS) MAY BE APPLICABLE TO THE
   AIR STRIPPING OPERATIONS UNDER THE SELECTED REMEDY.  THESE REGULATIONS
   REQUIRE THAT TOTAL ORGANIC EMISSIONS FROM THE AIR STRIPPING PROCESS
   VENTS MUST BE LESS THAN 1.4 KG/HR (3 LB /HR) AND 2.8 MG/YR (3.1
   TONS/YR.).

   M. REVISED PROCEDURES FOR PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTING OFF-SITE RESPONSE
   ACTIONS (OSWER NO. 9834.11 NOVEMBER 13, 1987), ALTHOUGH NOT AN ARAR, IS
   A GUIDANCE DEVELOPED BY EPA WHICH IS TO BE CONSIDERED IN IMPLEMENTING
   THE REMEDY.

   COST EFFECTIVENESS

   ALTERNATIVE E IS COST EFFECTIVE IN REMEDIATING THE SITE, WHEN COMPARED
   TO ALL OTHER ALTERNATIVES.  A DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN FOR ALL COMPONENTS
   OF THE  ALTERNATIVE IS SHOWN BELOW IN TABLE 13



                                   TABLE 13

                                 COST ESTIMATE

   ITEM                                             ITEM COST

   REGRADING                                        $  22,800
   FENCE                                               21,750
   WELL CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT                184,549
   PTA TREATMENT SYSTEM                             201,419
   PLANT BUILDING                                     28,000
   INDIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS                      114,630

   CONSTRUCTION TOTAL                               $ 573,148

   PERMITS & LEGAL                                  $ 120,000
   DESIGN COSTS                                       205,000

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION                               $ 898,148
   CONTINGENCY                                        269,444

   TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS                              $1,167,592
   PRESENT WORTH O&M COSTS                          1,176,989
   TOTAL PROJECT COSTS                              $ 2,344,581

   PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT

   THE SELECTED REMEDY SATISFIES THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR REMEDIES THAT
   EMPLOY TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT TO PERMANENTLY REDUCE THE
   TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.  THE SELECTED
   REMEDY ADDRESSES THE RISKS POSED BY THE GROUND WATER ASSOCIATED WITH THE
   SITE THROUGH USE OF TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES.

   UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT
   TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE

   EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY REPRESENTS THE MAXIMUM
   EXTENT TO WHICH PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES CAN BE
   UTILIZED WHILE PROVIDING THE BEST BALANCE AMONG THE OTHER EVALUATION
   CRITERIA.  OF THE ALTERNATIVES THAT ARE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND
   THE ENVIRONMENT, THE SELECTED REMEDY PROVIDES THE BEST BALANCE IN TERMS
   OF LONG-TERM AND SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE; COST;
   IMPLEMENTABILITY; REDUCTION IN TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME OF
   HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES THROUGH TREATMENT; STATE AND COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE;
   AND THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY UTILIZES THE TECHNOLOGY OF GROUND WATER EXTRACTION
   AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY TO REDUCE THE VOLUME AND TOXICITY OF HAZARDOUS
   SUBSTANCES IN THE GROUND WATER.  IN THE SHORT-TERM, THE RISKS POSED BY
   DIRECT CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED MATERIALS PRESENT DURING REMEDIAL
   ACTIVATES AND AFTERWARDS AND THE POTENTIAL INGESTION OF GROUND WATER
   WILL BE AVOIDED THROUGH THE INSTALLATION OF SECURITY FENCING AND DEED
   RESTRICTIONS.  FOR THE LONG-TERM, THE GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND
   TREATMENT WILL RETURN THE GROUND WATER TO LEVELS THAT MEET FEDERAL AND
   STATE CRITERIA.  THE TREATMENT COMPONENT OF THE SELECTED REMEDY IS
   EASILY IMPLEMENTED.  REMOVAL OF THE SOURCE MATERIAL WITHIN THE LANDFILL
   IS NOT PRACTICABLE DUE TO VOLUME AND NATURE OF THE LANDFILL AND THE



   EXCESSIVE COST ASSOCIATED WITH THE TREATMENT METHOD.  MOREOVER, EXISTING
   CONTAINMENT MEASURES, AS MAINTAINED UNDER THE SELECTED REMEDY,
   SIGNIFICANTLY MINIMIZE THE IMPACT OF THE SOURCE MATERIAL ON THE GROUNDWATER.


